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THE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF ROME AND ITS EMPIRE SERIES 
 
Carsten Hjort Lange & Jesper Majbom Madsen 
 
%ULOO¶V Historiography of Rome and Its Empire Series aims to gather innovative and 
outstanding contributions in order to identity debates and trends, and in order to help provide 
a better understanding of ancient historiography, as well as how to approach Roman history 
and historiography. We would particularly welcome proposals that look at both Roman and 
Greek writers, but are also happy to consider proposals which focus on individual writers, or 
individuals in the same tradition. It is timely and valuable to bring these trends and historical 
sources together by founding the Series, focusing mainly on the Republican period and the 
Principate, as well as the Later Roman Empire.  
 Historical writing about Rome in both Latin and Greek forms an integrated topic. 
There are two strands in ancient writing aboXWWKH5RPDQVDQGWKHLUHPSLUHDWKH5RPDQV¶
own tradition of histories of the deeds of the Roman people at home and at war, and (b) 
Greek historical responses, some developing their own models (Polybius, Josephus) and the 
others building on what both the Roman historians and earlier Greeks had written (Dionysius, 
$SSLDQ&DVVLXV'LR:KHUHDVROGHUVFKRODUVKLSWHQGHGWRSULYLOHJHDVPDOOJURXSRIµJUHDW
KLVWRULDQV¶ WKH OLNHV RI 6DOOXVW /LY\ 7DFLWXV UHFHQW ZRUN KDV ULJKWO\ EURXJKW RXW WKH
diversity RI WKH WUDGLWLRQVDQGUHFRJQL]HG WKDWHYHQµPLQRU¶ZULWHUVDUHZRUWKH[SORULQJQRW
just as sources, but for their own concerns and reinterpretation of their material (such as The 
Fragments of the Roman Historians (2013), and the collected volumes on Velleius Paterculus 
(Cowan 2011) and Appian (Welch 2015)). The study of these historiographical traditions is 
essential as a counterbalance to the traditional use of ancient authors as a handy resource, 
with scholars looking at isolated sections of their structure. This fragmentary use of the 
ancient evidence makes us forget to reflect on their work in its textual and contextual entirety. 
 
Introducing Cassius Dio's Forgotten History of Early Rome 
 
When we formulated the editorial statement for the Historiography of Rome and Its Empire 
series, we emphasised our aim to identify debates and trends. In addition, we wanted to help 
further a more diverse approach to Roman historiography, focusing also on the so-called 
minor writers such as Cassius Dio, a Roman senator and historian from the second and third 
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centuries CE. Consequently, the first volume of the series is entitled Cassius Dio: Greek 
Intellectual and Roman Politician (Lange & Madsen 2016). The pioneering work of Fergus 
Millar (1964), supplemented by later commentaries (Reinhold 1988; Rich 1990; Swan 2004), 
as well as the highly important study of Alain Gowing (1992), has done tremendous work in 
bringing this much neglected historian to the attention of scholars. Recent years, however, 
have appreciably seen a renewed and growing interest in Cassius Dio, due mainly to two 
facts: first, that he is still understudied and even poorly understood, and second, that his work 
is a vital piece of evidence for understanding Roman history. Cassius Dio is the most detailed 
extant source for the reign of Augustus and fundamental to the study of the Late Republic and 
the Principate until 229 CE, when he retired from Roman politics. A French collaboration has 
so far produced an edited volume (Fromentin 2016) as well as numerous new 
commentaries/translations in the Budé/Les Belles Lettres series. The Society for Classical 
Studies has just published a fine new volume (Scott 2018) and forthcoming volumes include a 
new historical commentary by Christopher Mallan (2019) and a full re-evaluation of the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V VSHHFKHV E\ &KULVWRSKHU %XUGHQ-Strevens (2019, to be published in the HRE 
series). Cassius Dio is also soon to benefit from his first companion volume, also to be 
published with Brill (Lange, C.H., Madsen, J.M. & Scott, A.G., eds.). These are undoubtedly 
exciting times for ancient Roman historiography.  
 The first volume of the series grew out of what later became the Cassius Dio 
Network: Cassius Dio, Between History and Politics. The Network, pursuing a combined 
historiographiFOLWHUDU\DQGUKHWRULFDODQDO\VLVRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VZRUNDQGRILWVSROLWLFDODQG
intellectual agendas (contra Millar 1964)²most notably his singular vision of an idealised 
form of monarchy²will publish the following volumes over the coming years: J.M. Madsen 
& C.H. Lange (eds.) Cassius Dio the Historian: Methods and Approaches; Osgood, J. & 
Baron, C. (eds.) Cassius Dio and the Late Republic; Lange, C.H. & Scott, A.G. (eds.) Cassius 
Dio: the Impact of Violence, War, and Civil War; Bailey, C. & Kemezis, A. (eds.) Greek and 
Roman Pasts in the Long Second Century: The Intellectual Climate of Cassius Dio; and 
Hinge, G. & Madsen, J.M. (eds.) Cassius Dio and the Principate. It quickly becomes evident 
²looking at the list of volumes²that we, the Network, forgot an essential and (even more 
so!) grossly understudied part of Cassius Dio, his fragmented books. Luckily the editors of 
this volume (HRE III) are both members of the Network and as a result it was possible to 
persuade them to publish this volume in the HRE series. The volume is best understood as 
part of growing trend of looking and at and re-evaluating fragments ± pioneered by the 
fundamental Fragments of the Roman Historians project (2013) and the much-awaited results 
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of the Fragments of the Republican Roman Orators project headed by Catherine Steel. In 
keeping with these trends, this volume aims to help us understand the fragments as part of 
&DVVLXV'LR¶V-volume Roman History in its textual and contextual entirety, thus allowing 
us to link and understand the different parts of his work. This is quite a radical departure from 
WKHWUDGLWLRQDOXVHRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VIUDJPHQWDU\ERRNV 
  Historical writing should be defined broadly (Marincola 1997, 1-2), but in simple 
terms Roman historiography is the study of ancient Roman historians. These include debates 
DERXWKLVWRU\DQGUKHWRULFDQGWKHTXHVWLRQRIZKHWKHUDQFLHQWKLVWRU\ZDV³OLWHUDWXUH´ZLWK
opposite positions being held by two University of Virginia scholars: Woodman 1988 vs. 
Lendon 2009). The genre debate also involves discussions about the boundaries between 
history and antiquarianism (the classic account is Momigliano 1990; cf. Oakley 1997, 33). 
Adding to this debate, MacRae has now convincingly suggested that the modern separation of 
history and antiquarianism is an anachronism that was invented by Renaissance scholars 
(MacRae 2018, published in volume II in the HRE series). There was neither a word for nor a 
concept of antiquarianism in ancient Rome. It might of course still be a useful term, 
separating the two genres: one synchronic, thus ignoring historical context, and one 
diachronic. Importantly, the old dictum stands, that we need to define what we mean by the 
terms and concepts. Historiography is the evolving and changing interpretations of history, 
LQFOXGLQJWRGD\¶VSHUFHSWLRQVRISUHYLRXVVFKRODUVKLS/RXLVYLLL/RRNLQJDWWKHFDVH
of Cassius Dio, it emerges that he sought to make his clear mark on early Roman history. 
Violence, stasis and civil war were intHJUDOSDUWVRI5RPH¶VOHJDF\DQGIXUWKHUPRUHKHXVHG
the early books to explore political issues relevant to his contemporary world, including 
debates about monarchy.  These are all issues of great importance and integral to 
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WKH ILUVW WZHQW\ ERRNV 'LR¶V WUHDWPHQW RI WKH KLVWRU\ RI 5RPH WR  B.C. has 
never been discussed except in terms of source-criticism, and is not analysed in 
the present work. The task would repay anyone who attempted it.1 
 
More than half a century has passed since Fergus Millar opened his seminal Study of Cassius 
Dio with this emphasis on WKH LPSRUWDQFHRI WKH ILUVW WZRGHFDGVRI'LR¶VRoman History. 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VHLJKW\-book history of Rome, researched and written over a period of twenty-
two years beginning perhaps in the 190s or 200s CE,2 represents the most ambitious project in 
Roman historiography since Tacitus, and the fullest treatment of the history of the city since 
Livy and Dionysius.3 In recognition of this fact, recent years have witnessed a renewed 
interest in the Roman History from both literary and historical perspectives. Much recent 
ZRUNKDVIRFXVVHGRQ&DVVLXV'LR¶VYDOXHDVDQH\HZLWQHVVVRXUFHIRUWKHHYHQWVRI±229 
CE, during which time the historian had privileged access, first as a senator, then as a 
provincial administrator and imperial comes, to the emperor and his subjects.4 This 
                                                          
1
 Millar 1964, 3. 
2
 7KHSURSRVHGGDWHVRIFRPSRVLWLRQIRU'LR¶VKLVWRU\YDU\7KHHDUOLHVWSURSRVDOVHQYLVDJHFRPSOHWLRQRIWKH
bulk of the work as early as the 210s CE, with subsequent revisions and additions (so Gabba 1995, 295±301; 
Millar 1964, 28±32; Swan 1997, 2549±2555; Swan 2004, 28±36) and the latest suggest completion even in the 
220s or 230s (Letta 1979; Barnes 1984). For an up-to-date summary of the prevailing views, see Kemezis 2014, 
282±293.   
3
 So Kemezis 2014, 92 : ³+LVLVWKHRQO\ZRUNZHNQRZRIIURPDQWLTXLW\ORVWRUH[WDQWWRKDYHHPEUDFHGLQ
such a detailed narrative both the entire republican period and a substantial stretch of the monarchical period. 
Other authors, most obviously Livy, had produced works that were much longer in terms of volume of text. 
Universal historians such as Diodorus or Nicolaus had covered a longer chronological span, thanks to the 
incorporation of large amounts of mythological and non-Greco-Roman material. No author, however, follows a 
VLQJOHSROLW\LQGHWDLOWKURXJKVRPDQ\HSRFKV´ 
4
 Millar 1964, 5±UHPDLQVDVROLGVXPPDU\RIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VOLIHDQGFDUHHUWKHPDLQGHWDLOVFDQEHIRXQGDW
Cass. Dio 69.1.3, 74[73].12.2, 78[72].7.2, 80[79]5.1; IGRR 3.654; PIR II C 413 and 492. For the dates of his 
consulship and other provincial commands see Schwartz 1899, 1684±1686; Vrind 1923, 163±168; Gabba 1955, 
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µcontemporary history¶ (or Zeitgeschichte) which occupies Books 72±80 is certainly more 
authoritative than the Historia AugustaDQG'LR¶VGHOLEHUDWHFODLPVWRDXWKRULW\DVD5RPDQ
statesman and courtier throughout these books give a radically different perspective to the 
comparatively anonymous Herodian.5 Equally, the extant sections of the direct tradition 
(Books 36±60), which cover the history of Rome from the middle of the Third Mithridatic 
War to the first five years of the reign of Claudius (69 BCE²46 CE) have enjoyed a revival. 
In part this emerges from the relative security of using thse books: they survive in direct, not 
HSLWRPDWHG IRUP DQG XQWLO $XJXVWXV¶ GHDWK LQ%RRN  present only a few lacunae.6 But 
textual LVVXHVDVLGHWKHULFKQHVVRI'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHILQDOGHFDGHVRIWKH5HSXEOLFDQGWKH
emergence of the Principate of Augustus contained in Books 36±56 is incontrovertible, and 
has facilitated a tremendous growth in the scholarship. Cassius Dio was evidently less prone 
to abridge or compress than our other major Greek historian of this period, Appian;7 and 
recent research has shown the distinctive way in which he treated the decline of the res 
publica into autocracy, with an original attention to the corrosive effect of public speech and 
ineffective fora of debate,8 to WKH 5HSXEOLF¶V institutions and their noxious impact upon 
political culture,9  and to competition for office and prestigious commands.10 Indeed, 'LR¶VLV
by far the most detailed and sophisticated historiographical account we have of the final 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
289±301; Reinhold 1988, 1±4; Swan 2004, 1±3. Recent studies have also done much to further our 
understanding of Cassius Dio as an intellectual and researcher within the Severan court, on which see 
Moscovich 2004 and Jones 2016.  
5
 6HPLQDO ZRUNV LQ WKH VWXG\ RI 'LR¶V FRQWHPSRUDU\ KLVWRU\ EHJLQ ZLWK Millar 1964, 119±173 and Bering-
Staschewski 1981. More recently, Davenport 2012 and Scott 2015 on Cassius Dio and Caracalla, with further 
UHODWHGPDWHULDO LQ 6FKXO]  DOVR*OHDVRQ 'LR¶V FODLPV WR DXWKRULW\ KDYH EHHQ UHFHQWO\ GLVFXVVHG
though mainly from a linguistic perspective, in Burden-Strevens 2015a. For a recent discussion of the identity of 
Herodian and his reticence to divulge, see Kemezis 2014, 260±272, 304±308.  
6
 See John Rich in this volume.  
7
 The major comparison of Cassius Dio and his predecessor Appian remains Gowing 1992, with special 
reference to their accounts of the triumviral period; see also Hose 1994. The contributions in the recent volume 
of Welch 2015 concentrate more on Appian on his own terms; a full treatment of Appian and Cassius Dio for 
those sections of the narrative not discussed by Alain Gowing remains to be done.  
8
 Vervaet 2010; Kemezis 2014; Burden-Strevens 2015b and 2016; Mallan 2016.  
9
 Coudry 2016a and 2016b; Lindholmer 2016; Burden-Strevens forthcoming 2019. On the origin of these 
institutions, see Urso 2005.  
10
 Kemezis 2014; Hurlet 2016; Coudry forthcoming 2019. 
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decades of the Republic²compare, for example, with Sallust, Appian, and the Periochae²
and so too for the Principate of Augustus. 
Yet the first twenty books²a quarter of the KLVWRULDQ¶VPDVVLYH SURMHFW²have not 
generally shared in this increase in interest. They begin with the earliest myths surrounding 
the foundation of the city and close, in Book 21, with the final defeat of Carthage. These are, 
certainly, the least researched and leDVW XQGHUVWRRG SDUWV RI DOO &DVVLXV 'LR¶V DPELWLRXV
undertaking. +LVWRULFDOO\WKHPRVWFRQYHQWLRQDODSSURDFKWR'LR¶VHDUOLHUERRNVXSWR%RRN
21 has been to concentrate on his dependence upon his sources, and especially Livy.11 One 
remarkable feature of these earlier parts of the work, as discussed by Jan Libourel some fifty 
years ago, is their pessimistic interpretatiRQRIKXPDQQDWXUH'LR¶V LV E\VRPHPDUJLQ WKH
most violent and negative account we have of the patrician-plebeian struggle which (if we are 
not too radical with the tradition) marked the first two centuries of the Republic.12 Yet for 
/LERXUHOWKLVSKHQRPHQRQHPHUJHGIURPWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VVRXUFHVSHUKDSVDQRZ-lost annalist 
who was more hostile toward Rome and its early history than either Dionysius or Livy. The 
DVVXPSWLRQ KHUH LV WKDW 'LR ZDV µIROORZLQJ¶ D VRXUFH UDWKHU WKDQ PDNLQJ D GLVWLQFWLYH
FRQWULEXWLRQ WR WKH WUDGLWLRQRUVKDSLQJµHDUO\5RPH¶ LQGHOLEHUDWHZD\V WKDWZRXOG LQWHUDFW
with other sections of his Roman History in the pursuit of a particular rhetorical objective. 
7KH WHQGHQF\ WR IRFXV RQ'LR¶V ILUVW WZR GHFDGV RQO\ LQVRIDU DV WKH\ HYLQFH KLV GHEW WR D
SDUWLFXODU VRXUFH RU µPRGHO¶ FRQWLQXHV WRGD\ +HQFH LQ WKH PDJLVWHULDO FROOHFWLRQ RI 
chapters recently published in edited format by Valérie Fromentin, Estelle Bertrand, Michèle 
Coltelloni-Trannoy, Michel Molin, and Gianpaolo Urso²the largest single collection of new 
research on our historian²the questions posed of the first two decads remain these: from 
which sources did Dio draw? Was he modelling himself upon Livy, Dionysius, or Polybius? 
Or did he draw from a variety of traditions?13 Naturally these are important questions, and the 
answers proposed for them in that landmark collaboration have been sympathetic.  But the 
point of departure for this volume is that we will also EHQHILW IURPVWXG\LQJ&DVVLXV'LR¶V
SRUWUDLWRIµHDUO\5RPH¶IRULWVRZQVDNHDQGZLWKDGLIIHUHQWVHWRITXHVWLRQVLQPLQG 
                                                          
11
 Schwartz 1899, 1692f.; Klotz 1936; most recently Simons 2009, who devotes significant attention to 
Quellenforschung. 
12
 Libourel 1968, 1974. 
13
 Briquel 2016; De Franchis 2016; Fromentin 2016; Foulon 2016; Simon 2016; Urso 2016. This list does not 
LQFOXGH5LFKZKRXVHV'LR¶VILUVWWKUHHGHFDGVIRUDVWXG\RQDQQDOLVWLFRUJDQLVDWLRQDQGVWUXFWXUHLQWKH
earlier portions of the work.  
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 These questions are fundamentally concerned with the unity of the Roman History as 
an historiographical whole. ,QRWKHUZRUGV WKHSXUSRVHRI WKLVYROXPHLV WRFRQVLGHU'LR¶V
first two decads as an integral part of the text in the round. Cassius Dio tells us himself that 
his history had its earliest origins in a pamphlet he had written some time after 193 CE on the 
dreams and portents which inspired Septimius Severus to hope for power.  According to Dio, 
Severus was (naturally) only too pleased to find divine approbation for his new position, and 
after receiving a long and complimentary letter from the emperor, Dio was visited by a dream 
in which a divine manifestation ĲΥὸ įĮȚȝȩȞȚȠȞ FRPPDQGHG KLP WR ZULWH a history. This 
appears to have started as a monograph on Septimius SeveUXV¶FDPSDLJQV; and, finding high 
approval with the new emperor as well as with other members of the court. Dio decided to go 
back to the beginning, incorporating this monograph into a single history ab urbe condita.14 
This was the first history of its kind since Livy, but with the addition of an extra two 
centuries of events. /LNH/LY\¶V, Cassius 'LR¶VSURMHFWEHJDQ LQ WKHDIWHUPDWKRIFLYLOZDU 
But by his own admission, it was the recent struggles of the year 193 CE, WKH µ<HDURI WKH
)LYH (PSHURUV¶ which inspired him to return WR 5RPH¶V HDUOLHVW RULJLQV. The history as a 
whole is thus the product RIFLYLOZDULQDZD\TXLWHXQOLNH/LY\¶V15 That is a story which 
begins with the contention between Alba Longa and Rome and the so-called Conflict of the 
Orders, and continuing through the upheaval of the first century BCE. YHWXQOLNH/LY\'LR¶V
history presses on to the contest of 69 CE and to the many internecine conflicts following 
&RPPRGXV¶ assassination.  $UPHG ZLWK WZR KXQGUHG \HDUV¶ PRUH KLQGVLJKW WKDQ KLV
immediate predecessor in this branch of the annalistic tradition, Dio consequently viewed 
stasis DQG FLYLO ZDU DV LQWHJUDO SDUWV RI 5RPH¶s legacy from the beginning to its end. 
Accordingly, one of our questions in this volume is the extent to which 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI
stasis in his early books, especially in the patrician-plebeian struggle, intersects with his 
interpretation of the reasons for the decline of the Late Republic, and serves as a prolepsis to 
it. The result, as Carsten Hjort Lange shows in Chapter Six, is ultimately connected to 
JRYHUQPHQW WR 'LR YLROHQFH ZDV WKH QDWXUDO FURS RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚ The Republican 
µFRQVWLWXWLRQ¶ ZDV always brittle, and the germ of that argument is to be found in the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHHDUOLHVW\HDUVRIWKHres publica. 
   It is only through reading the first two decads that we can perceive the source of that 
inherent weakness in Republican government. As Mads Lindholmer explores in Chapter 
                                                          
14
 Cass. Dio 73.23. 
15
 See the comments by Verena Schulz in this volume.  
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Seven, Cassius Dio developed a political philosophy from his earliest books which was 
sceptical toward fundamental democratic principles, especially Υ?ıȠȞȠȝȓĮ (equality of political 
privilege) and Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮ (equality of distribution).16 This emerges from his pessimistic view 
of ĳȪıȚȢKXPDQQDWXUHLQZKLFKLWLVQRWPDQ¶VSUHGLVSRVLWLRQWRVKDUHSRZHUEXWUDWKHUWR
GRPLQDWH 7KXV LQ RXU HDUOLHVW IUDJPHQWV RI WKH ILUVW ERRN'LRZULWHV WKDW ³LW LV QR GRXEW
because of his nature that mankind cannot endure being ruled by that which is like and 
VLPLODUWRKLPSDUWO\EHFDXVHRIHQY\DQGSDUWO\EHFDXVHRIFRQWHPSW´17 The attribution of 
the fragment is uncertain: Boissevain associates it with =RQDUDV¶DFFRXQWRI5RPXOXV¶PXUGHU
at the hands of the Senate. If this is correct, then Dio sought to depart from Livy quite 
UDGLFDOO\DWDQHDUO\VWDJH5RPXOXV¶nebulous disappearance is not (so Livy) an example of 
WKHNLQJ¶VDSRWKHRVLVDQGWKHGLYLQHfavour of the fledgling city.18 Rather, it was a chance for 
the historian to reflect on the inevitable consequences of the unequal distribution of power 
and privilege among natural equals: envy, contempt DQG LQ5RPXOXV¶ FDVHPXUGHUDW WKH
hands of an internecine Senate7KHVH LGHDVUHFXUUHSHDWHGO\ WKURXJKRXW'LR¶VHDUO\ERRNV
for example concerning the reign of Numa and the conflict between the Roman king Tullius 
Hostilius and the Alban dictator Fufetius Mettius.19 As we move into his acccount of the early 
Republic, that pessimism continues: the historian underlines repeatedly that power-sharing of 
WKH NLQG QHFHVVDULO\ LQYROYHG LQ D įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ ZRXOG DOZD\V EH IODZHG RZLQJ WR PDQ¶V
nature.20 These ideas are, of course, not new: WKHKLVWRULDQ¶VGHEWWR&ODVVical Athens here is 
undeniable.21 The use of ĳȪıȚȢ as an explanatory model for historical events is equally 
                                                          
16
 ,UHFHQWO\H[SORUHGWKHVHLGHDVLQDSDSHUHQWLWOHGµ5HFRQVWUXFWLQJ&DVVLXV'LR¶V3URJUDPPDWLF3UHIDFH"¶DW
the conference Cassius Dio the Historian: Methods and Approaches at the University of Southern Denmark, 7±
9 December 2016. Granted, Fechner 1986, 37±39, 46 treats Υ?ıȠȞȠȝȓĮ and Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮ as neutral terms in Dio, but 
this seems mistaken; they are loaded with hostility and irony, especially in the speeches. Hence Catulus at 36.32 
and Agrippa at 52.4.1± H[WRO µGHPRFUDWLF¶ YLUWXHV RI Υ?ıȠȞȠȝȓĮ and Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮ which have no relationship 
whatsoever with the actual tenor of the Republican narrative, and which we know (now) from the early books 
Dio roundly rejected in practice. See Kemezis 2014, 111±112 and 130; Burden-Strevens 2015, 21±22 and 138±
195. 
17
 Cass. Dio F 5.12: ǻȓȦȞ Į µȠΥ?ĲȦ ʌȠȣ ĳȪıİȚ ʌΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȚȞȠȞ ȠΥὐ ĳȑȡİȚ ʌȡȩȢ Ĳİ ĲȠΥ? ΥὁȝȠȓȠȣ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? 
ıȣȞȒșȠȣȢ, ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ĳșȩȞΥ? ĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮĲĮĳȡȠȞȒıİȚ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?, ΥἀȡȤȩȝİȞȠȞ¶ 
18
 Livy. 1.16.  
19
 Cass. Dio F 6.3, F 7.2±3. 
20
 Zonar. 2.120.28±33 (Dindorf); Cass. Dio F 17.14, F 17.15.  
21




throughout this volume.22 But Cassius Dio is our first interpreter of the rise and fall of the 
Roman Republic to have explained that process through a theoretical critique of power-
sharing and equality, applying Greek political philosophy to Roman political practice. 
0RUHRYHU DV0DGV /LQGKROPHU¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ shows, these ideas permeate the entirety of 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH5HSXEOLFWRLWVHQGZLWKWKHDFFHVVLRQRI$XJXVWXVLQ%RRNThe early 
books²especially those which treat the Regal Period and the early Republic²are thus 
intimately connected to the remaiQGHU RI WKH KLVWRULDQ¶s narrative. These books have a 
programmatic function, introducing themes and ideas, such as the inevitability of destructive 
competition in a system based on HTXDOLW\DQGWKHLQHYLWDELOLW\RISHUQLFLRXVHQY\ĳșȩȞȠȢ) 
under D įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ,23 ZKLFK ZLOO EH LQWHJUDO WR 'LR¶V LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH FULVLV RI WKH
Republic in the remaining decads.  
 One of the questions posed in this volume is thus whether Cassius Dio sought to make 
his oZQ PDUN RQ WKH FLW\¶V HDUO\ \HDUV DQG KRZ WKLV DFFRXQW fits within his overall 
interpretation of Roman history as a whole. 'LR¶VLVHYLGHQWO\WKHPRVWSHVVLPLVWLFDFFRXQW
we have of these years, breaking in a distinctive way with the idealised Roman tradition²
exemplified by Sallust and Livy²of moral decline from a golden age (the 
Dekadenzmodell).24 What emerges from this inquiry is that Dio viewed stasis and civil war as 
LQWHJUDOSDUWVRI5RPH¶VOHJDF\DQGVDZFRPSHWLWLRQDQGHQY\DVWKHQDWXUDOFRQVHTXHQFHRI
Republican government from its inception. In his narrative of the last century of the res 
publica it is clearly the latter which causes the former; and these are ideas which the historian 
had in mind from the very beginning of his work.  
There were of course H[HPSODU\DQGSRVLWLYHILJXUHVLQ5RPH¶s earlier history, too.  It 
would be wrong to view the first two decads of the Roman History as uniquely and 
                                                          
22
 E.g. in the contributions of Lange (Chapter Six), Rich (Chapter Eight) and Schulz (Chapter Ten). Rees 2011 
gives the fullest study of Cassius 'LR¶V XVH RI ĳȪıȚȢ LQ KLV KLVWRU\ DQG LWV UHODWLRQ WR 7KXF\GLGHV 7KH
VFKRODUVKLSRQ'LR¶VGHEW WR7KXF\GLGHV LVFRQVLGHUDEOH WKHSUHVHQWYROXPHFKRRVHV WRH[SORUHQHZDUHDVRI
study and will make no attempt to repeat the arguments of an already saturated field. For Dio and Thucydides, 
see Melber 1891, 290±297; Litsch 1893; Kyhnitzsch 1894; Schwartz 1899, 1690±1691; Millar 1964, 42; 
Manuwald 1979, 280±284; Aalders 1986, 294; Lintott 1997, 2499±2500. 
23
 On which see Simons 2009, 222±240 and Burden-Strevens 2016. 
24
 Discussed in Hose 1994, 381±HVS+RVHDUJXHV WKDWXOWLPDWHO\'LR¶VKLVWRU\ZDVQRWFRQFHLYHG
according to a framework of moral decline. But this is not a question of straight affirmatives and negatives: see 
nn. 59±60 below and Mads Lindholmer in this volume.  
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consistently hostile. The figures of Scipio Africanus the elder, M. Furius Camillus, and C. 
Fabricius Luscinus had their place in the tradition, and the historian did not pass them by. 
Scipio Dio treats as an exemplary figure, virtuous and blameless;25 Camillus proves his 
integrity by refusing to take Falerii in c.394 BC by means of treachery;26 and Fabricius 
negotiations with the invading king of Epirus, Pyrrhus, prove his ΥἀįȦȡȠįȠțȓĮ 
(incorruptibility), XQWHPSWHGE\RIIHUVRIJLIWVDQGDSUHVWLJLRXVSODFHLQ3\UUKXV¶FRXUW27 As 
0DULDQQH &RXGU\ VKRZV LQ &KDSWHU )LYH 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKHVH ILJXUHV is conventional, 
posing no challenge to the use of these characters as exempla in the annals of earlier Rome. 
However, she argues that the historian also shaped his portraits of Scipio, Camillus, and 
Fabricius in a meaningful and distinctive way which served two purposes. Firstly, Dio 
deliberately uses all three commanders as a first (surviving) opportunity to explore 
constitutional and political topics which will be relevant to his Late Republican narrative. 
These topics include, for example, extra-legal power and extraordinary commands; respect 
for ancestral custom; the corrosive relationship between achievement and envy; and the 
political impact of the Roman triumph and military success. These issues will be familiar to 
DQ\RQH ZKR KDV UHDG 'LR¶V 5HSXEOLFDQ ERRNV DQG HVSHFLDOO\ %RRNV ±44: they are the 
SLOODUVRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VH[SODQDWRU\IUDPHZRUNIRUWKHFULVLVRIWKH5HSXEOLFThis then raises 
a second purpose: the use of these figures as a prolepsis, or foreshadowing, of Sulla, Pompey, 
and Caesar. Scipio Africanus in particular is related to these figures in a deliberate way, and 
neither he nor Camillus, for all their excellence, are able to escape the envy of their peers, 
who seek to impede their success with often disastrous consequences. This evinces a 
consistent set of political themes and ideas.  
Ultimately, the effect of this is to facilitate a critique of democratic government and to 
foreground the return of monarchy to Rome. Cassius Dio unapologetically believed that 
monarchy was the best form of constitution;28 in the contributions by Carsten Hjort Lange, 
Mads Lindholmer, and Marianne Coudry we perceive that the historian considered the 
įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮXQWHQDEOHBut autocracy was not a panacaea. How, then, to explain the presence 
of violence and civil war, or tyrannies and dynasteiai, or factional strife of the kind seen 
                                                          
25
 Cass. Dio F 63. 
26
 Cass. Dio F 24.2±3. Throughout this volume, all dates prior to the turn of the third century BCE should be 
read as approximate.  
27
 Cass. Dio F 40.33±38. 
28
 So Cassius Dio underlines in his own voice at 44.2 and 53.19; for further discussion, see Madsen 2016.  
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under the Republic, within the monarchies of the Regal Period and the Principate? Dio is the 
only historian of early Rome within the ab urbe condita tradition to have witnessed the 
mechanisms of imperial rule under the Principate first-hand as well as reading the mytho-
history of the early kings. Understandably unlike Dionysius and Livy, he included both in his 
Roman History. This raises several intriguing possibilities to be explored in this little book.   
One of these is the history of the Senate. Dio did not challenge the tradition that the 
Senate owed its foundation to Romulus, and so believed that by the 3rd century CE the patres 
had existed as a political organisation for almost a milennium:29 first as an advisory council 
of elders under the early kings, then as the arbiters of power in an oligarchic Republic, then 
as the instruments of a small cadre of dynasts under the late-Republican dynasteia,30 and 
finally as powerless witnesses to a monarchy reborn. 'LR¶V LQWHUHVW LQ WKH KLVWRU\ RI WKH
Senate and its role within a truly well-governed state²which, in his view, must be a 
monarchy²emerges from some of the earliest fragments in the text. Thus Romulus is made 
to assume a harsh attitude to the Senate and ciUFXPYHQWLWFRPPHQWLQJWKDW³,KDYHFKRVHQ
you, patres QRW IRU \RX WR UXOH PH EXW IRU PH WR FRPPDQG \RX´31 equally, Tarquinius 
Superbus is made to consider abolishing the ordo altogether.32 As Jesper Majbom Madsen 
shows in Chapter Four, Dio was prompted to reflect at length on the role of the Senate in an 
ideal monarchy by the turn of recent events in his lifetime: the end of the system of imperial 
adoption from the ranks of the Senate which had been practiced between 96 and 161 CE, the 
emergence of the Severan dynasty, and the persecution of senators unfortunate enough to 
have taken the wrong side. In that context, the giant speeches of Agrippa and Maecenas in 
%RRNSULRUWR$XJXVWXV¶DFFHVVLRQ, which contain much comment on the composition and 
role of the Senate, take on particular weight²HVSHFLDOO\ LIZH EHOLHYH0LOODU¶V VXJJHVWLRQ
that they were declaimed viva voce in the court of the Severan emperor Caracalla.33 As Jesper 
Madsen shows, this is all part of a narrative which begins in the early books. As a Severan 
                                                          
29
 In this volume, patres is used to denote the Senate or senators in general, but see Forsythe 2005, 167±170 for 
an interpretation of the term in its original usage.  
30
 On dynasteia DVDVSHFLILFSHULRGLQ5RPH¶s history in Dio, see Kemezis 2014, 104±112; for the definition 
and its use by the historian in both the singular and plural, Freyburger-Galland 1996.  
31
 &DVV 'LR )  ΥἐȖΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ Υὦ ʌĮĲΥέȡİȢ ΥἐȟİȜİȟΥάȝȘȞ ȠΥὐȤ ΥἵȞĮ Υ?ȝİΥ�Ἅ ΥἐȝȠΥ? ΥἄȡȤȘĲİ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἵȞĮ ΥἐȖΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐʌȚĲΥάĲĲȠȚȝȚ 
32
 Cass. Dio F 11.4. 
33
 Millar 1964, 104.  
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senator, Dio  used his Roman History WRUHFRUGQRWRQO\DYHUVLRQRIµZKDWKDSSHQHG¶EXWWR
address a contemporary audience with similar political concerns.  
A related issue is the character of the ruler. The ideal monarchy depends as much 
upon the character and communication of the monarch per se as upon his interactions with 
the senatorial elite.  Here, too, Cassius Dio appears to have used his early books as a means 
of exploring political issues relevant to the third-FHQWXU\ FRQWH[W 'LR¶V ILUVW WZR ERRNV
evidently covered the mytho-history of the Roman kings from Romulus to Tarquinius 
Superbus. Book 3, to judge from the character of the remaining fragments, must have been a 
VXEVWDQWLDOVHULHVRIGHEDWHVEURDGO\DQDORJRXVZLWKWKHµ5HSXEOLFversus PRQDUFK\¶WKHPHRI
Agrippa and Maecenas in Book 52, and may well have occupied the entirety of the book, 
including an embassy from Tarquinius Superbus in exile in Caere.34 In a significant change in 
our approach, this means that we cannot fully appreciate the Agrippa and Maecenas debate of 
Book 52, which closes the Republican narrative, without considering also the debates of 
Book 3 that open it.35 This raises the question of whether we can relate the material of the 
first two books to later sections of the Roman History in a similar way. As Verena Schulz 
demonstrates in Chapter Ten, Dio used his account of the early kings in a distinctive way 
apparently unique within Roman historiography, establishing a series of criteria of evaluation 
which would recur in the Imperial books, and especially in Books 72±80. Thus the change in 
IRU H[DPSOH 6HSWLPLXV 6HYHUXV¶ FKDUDFWHU XSRQ KLV DFFHVVLRQ UHFDOOV D VLPLODU
transformation in Lucius Tarquinius Priscus; and the tale of Tanaquil, the wife of Priscus and 
mother-in-law and promoter of Servius Tullius, foreshadows the relationship between 
Augustus, Livia, and Tiberius later. Dio clearly used intertextualities, analepsis, and prolepsis 
to create typologies in the Regal narrative which can be recalled during thHµFRQWHPSRUDU\¶ 
ERRNV LQ D PHDQLQJIXO ZD\ IDFLOLWDWLQJ FRPSDULVRQ EHWZHHQ 5RPH¶V DQFLHQW DQG
contemporary kings and using the past in polemic of the present.   
The kinds of question posed above and in this volume WKXV UHODWH WR&DVVLXV'LR¶V
political and philosophical views, the way in which these were explored and articulated in all 
parts of his Roman History, and how Dio used these principles to explain the cause of 
                                                          
34
 See the contribution of John Rich (Chapter Six) in this volume.  
35
 An enormous amount has been written on the long controversia of Book 52, but far less so about that of 
Book 3. For the debates on the foundation of the Republic, see briefly Fechner 1986, 39±40. For Maecenas, see 
Hammond 1932, 88±102; Beicken 1962, 444±467; Millar 1964, 102±118; Dorandi 1985, 56±60; Fechner 1986, 
71±86. For Agrippa, see McKechnie 1981, 151±153; Fechner 1986, 71±86; Adler 2012, 477±520. For recent 
comparison of the two, Kemezis 2014, 130±131 and Burden-Strevens 2016. This list is by no means exhaustive.  
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historical events²especially the emergence and decline of the Republic and the success of 
emperors. One question not necessarily asked in this volume is ³what happened´. Recent 
works on the history of early Rome to the First Punic War already fulfil this purpose; our 
FRQFHUQKDVEHHQWRVWXG\'LR¶VILUVWWZRGHFDGVLQKLVWRULRJUDSKLFDl terms and on their own 
account. It is remarkable, however, that important scholarship on early Rome has tended not 
WR IDFWRU &DVVLXV 'LR¶V ILUVW WZR GHFDGV LQWR its comparison of the source-material. Gary 
)RUV\WKH¶VCritical History of Early Rome includes in its survey of the literary evidence 
sources which are entirely lost, such as Q. Claudius Quadrigarius (fl. 70s BCE), yet does not 
include Cassius Dio, whom we have, both in substantial fragments and in epitomated form. 
Similarly, Forsythe draws from Diodorus Siculus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, two of our 
other Greek sources for the early history of Rome, but does not mention Dio anywhere in his 
study. This is especially remarkable if we place the Roman History DQG'LRGRUXV¶Library of 
History side-by-side as projects: Diodorus composed a universal history in forty books 
encompassing the mainland and western Greek world as well as the Persian empire, devoting 
comparatively scant attention to Rome.36 Dio, who was far more heavily indebted to the 
Roman annalistic tradition, sought to write the history of the polity from its origins and on a 
scale not known since Livy, following decades at the centre of Roman political life.37 Tim 
&RUQHOO¶VBeginnings of Rome is more conservative of the main aspects of the tradition 
and takes more account of Dio: Cornell has rightly recognised that the Roman History is 
partly independent of both Livy and Dionysius, including details absent in both of those 
sources, and summarisHV WKDW ³0LOODU¶V REVHUYDWLRQ S WKDW D VSHFLDO VWXG\ RI WKH HDUO\
ERRNVZRXOGEHZRUWKWKHHIIRUWVWLOOKROGVWUXH´38 Nevertheless, he never draws from what 
remains of 'LR¶V ILUVWWZRGHFDGVDQGUDUHO\IURP=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHRIWKHP39 )RUV\WKH¶VDQG
&RUQHOO¶VLQYDOXDEOHhistorical studies naturally ask different questions of the material to this 
collection. However, it is the premise of this volume that we can facilitate historical analysis 






FRPSLOHU´DQGDQXQFULWLFDOFRS\LVWRIZKDWKHUHDGIRUWKHGHEXQNLQJRI this view see Sacks 1990. My purpose 
here is to underline the relative importance of Cassius Dio as a source for Roman history (his project) in 
FRPSDULVRQ WR 'LRGRUXV QRW KLV SURMHFW )RU WKH VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ RI FHUWDLQ RI 'LRGRUXV¶ WHFKQLTXHV DQG KLV
approach to history-writing in general in conversation with the Greek tradition, see recently Hau 2016. 
38
 Cornell 1995, 3 and n.6. 
39
 See Cornell 1995, 264, 367, 463 n.22, 465 n.20.  
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by understanding our sources. It remains the FDVHWKDW&DVVLXV'LR¶VHDUO\ERRNVKDYHQHYHU
been studied for their own sake²a situation incomparable to that of other major historians of 
early Rome.40 Our hope is that modern historians of this period will form a more reliable 
picture of early Rome, enhDQFHGE\'LR¶VDQDO\VLVE\XQGHUVWDQGLQJKLVSUHRFFXSDWLRQVDQG
ideas. This can lead us more confidently to accept, or reject, the perspective he offers on 
events.  
$ TXHVWLRQ RI XQGHUVWDQGDEOH LQWHUHVW WR DQFLHQW KLVWRULDQV ZLOO EH &DVVLXV 'LR¶V
sources for the period. As already mentioned,41 Quellenforschung has long enjoyed a 
privileged position in the scholarship on the earlier portions of the Roman History. Moreover, 
the recent collection of Valérie Fromentin et al. explores some very fruitful possibilities for 
'LR¶VVRXUFHVDQG/or models, including Polybius and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. 'LR¶VGHEW
to both of these, and especially the former, has been studied dramatically less than his 
putative dependence upon Livy. This volume is not generally concerned with source-
criticism. Nevertheless, DQ\DWWHPSWWRXQGHUVWDQG'LR¶VGLVWLQFWLYHQHVVDVDVRXUFHIRUµHDUO\
5RPH¶ DQG KLV KRSHV WR GHYHORS DQ DVVHUWLYH SODFH ZLWKLQ WKH WUDGLWLRQ PXVW FRQIURQW KLV
relationship with Livy in a way that challenges assumptions about imitation or continuation, 
and indeed will profit from doing so7KLVIRUPVWKHEDVLVRI*LDQSDROR8UVR¶VLQYHVWLJDWLRQ
in Chapter Two. As Urso states, the model which Dio necessarily had to confront as he set 
out on his ambitious project was, above all, Livy. He demonstrates that the first two decads of 
the Roman History MXVW DV WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLFDQ DQG $XJXVWDQ ERRNV HYLQFH 'LR¶V
remarkable independence and the breadth of his research. As will be clear from the peculiar 
flavour of Books 1±21, distinctive to Dio and reflecting his own political and philosophical 
concerns, our historian did not seek to rewrite or imitate his predecessor, less still write a fine 
a Livii. In fact, Cassius Dio appears to have drawn from a range of pre-Livian sources, 
including information wholly independent of the Ab Urbe Condita and giving an alternative 
version of the early history of Rome.    
Setting this aside, if one does wish to use the Roman History as an historical source 
then the greatest drawback which must be addressed is the state of the text. For the earlier 
portions of the work we are wholly reliant on intermediaries who either excerpted or 
epitomated sections of Dio for reasons quite different to those of the historian in writing 
them. For example, the tenth-century Excerpta Constantiniana, compiled during the reign of 
                                                          
40
 E.g. Gabba 1991 on Dionysius; Forsythe 1999 on Livy. 
41
 See nn. 11±13 above.  
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Constantine VII in the tenth century CE, are easily the richest source of verbatim fragments of 
Dio for the first two decads. But the selection and arrangement of those fragments was 
directed by the particular interests of the Byzantine excerptors. Thus, segments of the Roman 
History were placed alongside those of other ancient authors into collections of excerpta 
grouped together E\ WKHPH IRU H[DPSOH µFRQFHUQLQJ YLUWXHV DQG YLFHV¶ Excerpta de 
Virtutibus et Vitiis µFRQFHUQLQJ FRQVSLUDFLHV¶ Excerpta de Insidiis µFRQFHUQLQJ PRUDO
statements (Excerpta de SententiisDQGµFRQFHUQLQJHPEDVVLHV¶Excerpta de Legationibus). 
These e[FHUSWVDUHRIWHQXVHIXOWRXVLQLGHQWLI\LQJIRUH[DPSOH'LR¶VSRVVLEOHVRXUFHVDQG
especially the range of his moral and political thought (above all the Excerpta de Sententiis). 
Moreover, they can be supplemented by a number of other direct fragments of Dio preserved 
in other collections: for example, the 141 short quotations in the (possibly) seventh-century 
On Syntax, an anonymous grammatical text;42 and up to possibly sixty-six sententiae of Dio¶V 
in the gnomological Florilegium erroneously ascribed to Maximus the Confessor. The 
contribution by Christopher Mallan in Chapter Three concerns the methodology of using 
these collections of fragments, and furthermore serves as a cautionary note. He warns that as 
ZH UHDG WKH SUHFLRXV UHPDLQV RI µUHDO¶ 'LR LQ the first two decads, we deal with material 
collected by scholars who had their own auhorial agendas: they wove together the fragments 
of the Roman History as well as other authors in such a way as to create their own history of 
the Regal Period. That by no means indicates that our task of using these selections to 
XQGHUVWDQG'LR¶VILUVW WZRGHFDGVDQGWKHLUSODFHZLWKLQWKHKLVWRU\DVD whole is hopeless. 
However, we should not treat these fragments as generaly representative of the content of 
Books 1±21. The apparent abundance RIµPRUDOLVLQJ¶VWDWHPHQWV, for instance, in the remains 
of the early books FDQRQO\UHSUHVHQWDPLQXWHIUDFWLRQRIWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VRULJLQDO43 and the 
survival of this material has been directed by the ethical and linguistic interests of an 
audience Dio never planned to address.    
Be that as it may, the verbatim fragments that survive of the early books²thanks to 
the Byzantine excerptors²furnish another benefit of critical importance for our 
                                                          
42
 For the dating see Petrova 2006, [[YLLLZLWK IXOOHU WUHDWPHQW LQ&KULVWRSKHU0DOODQ¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ WR WKLV
volume.  
43
 7KHWHUPµPRUDOLVLQJ¶YDJXHDQGLQVXEVWDQWLDO LVRIWHQXVHGLQFULWLFLVPRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VRoman History, 
e.g. Millar 1964, 42±43, 78±83; Lintott 1997, 2501±2502; Rogers 2008, 297, among many other examples. 
However, see the recent study of Hau 2016 for a reappraisal of the importance of the moral dimension in Greek 
historiographical explanations, and Burden-Strevens EIRU'LR¶VXVHRIsententiae as a means of persuading 
his audience, especially regarding the validity of his arguments and interpretations.    
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XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VZRrk.  That is their preservation of acts of speech, either as 
standalone set-pieces or clusters of debate, inserted by the historian throughout Books 1±21. 
Numerous fragments conserved within the Excerpta evidently derive from from original 
orations written by Dio in direct discourse; often these can be easily identified by their use of 
the second person plural, alongside other lexical clues. The speeches composed by Dio for his 
Roman History are one of the most rich and exciting aspects of his historiographical and 
explanatory method. Looking forward to the first century BCE, for example, we note that Dio 
QHYHU VWDWHV LQ H[SOLFLW WHUPV WKH UHDVRQV IRU WKH5HSXEOLF¶V IDLOXUH DQG$XJXVWXV¶ VXFFHss, 
and certainly never in his own voice. That he leaves to his characters. ,Q4/XWDWLXV&DWXOXV¶
doomed warning against conferring further extraordinary powers upon Pompey (36.31±35), 
RU&LFHUR¶VODPHQWDWWKHVWDWHRIWKHres publica (44.23±49), or MaeFHQDV¶UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV
to Octavian (52.14±40), ZHUHFHLYHQRWRQO\DVHULHVRIVWDWHPHQWV³DSSURSULDWHWRWKHVSHDNHU
DQGWKHVLWXDWLRQ´44 EXWWKHKLVWRULDQ¶Vown extended reflection on the crisis of the Republic 
and its causes, presented in a more subtle and persuasive idiom than outright authorial 
assertion. In recent years there has been a move to consider the speeches the essential 
LQWHUSUHWDWLYHNHUQHORI&DVVLXV'LR¶VRoman History, or at least one aspect of it.45  
The contributions of Valérie Fromentin and John Rich in this volume are therefore of 
SDUWLFXODULQWHUHVWIRUVFKRODUVFRQFHUQHGZLWKWKLVDVSHFWRI'LR¶VHQGHDYRXUFortunately, the 
GHWDLORQRXUKLVWRULDQ¶VXVHRIIRUPDORUDWLRQVLQWKHILUVWGHFDGVis not only preserved in the 
direct fragments of the Excerpta, but can additionally be supplemented by the work of 
another Byzantine scholar, Zonaras. John Zonaras, a chronicler and theologian who served as 
private secretary to Alexios I Komnenos until his death in 1118 CE, used Dio directly as the 
source for his own work. His Abridgement of Histories, a universal history from Creation to 
$OH[LRV ,¶V GHDWK UHOLHGPDLQO\ XSRQ'LR²supplemented by Plutarch²for its Books 7±9. 
These books covered the period from the arrival of Aeneas in Italy to the destruction of 
&DUWKDJHDQG&RULQWK=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHIROORZHGWKHRoman History very closely, abridging 
the content of twenty books of Dio into two of its own. =RQDUDV¶ WH[W LV RIWHQ VR FORVH WR
'LR¶V RULJLQDO WKDW ZKHUe parallel passages survive, they are nearly identical; he is 
accordingly an invaluable source for the RULJLQDO FRQWHQW RI 'LR¶V early books. Certain 
liberties taken by Zonaras elsewhere with his source-material, including the excising of entire 
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 Lucian, Hist. Cons. 58; Quint. Inst. Or. 10.1.101. 
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passages or their abridgement to a single note,46 do not detract from the general picture. 
Unfortunately for us, Zonaras was only able to use Dio for events up to 146 BCE. At this 
point he explains in some detail that, despite an enthusiastic search (ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ʌȠȜȜȐțȚȢ
ȗȘĲȒıĮȞĲȓȝȠȚĲĮȪĲĮȢȝΥ? İΥ?ȡȘțȩĲȚį¶ΥὅȝȦȢ), his text of the Roman History failed somewhere 
in or around Book 21.47   
8QWLO%RRN WKHQ=RQDUDV¶ LPSRUWance cannot be over-emphasised. As a general 
rule it is safe to assume that material included in Books 7±9 of his Abridgement of Histories 
figured also in the early books of Dio. As Valérie Fromentin shows in Chapter One, this 
degree of faithfulness on the part of the epitomator can enable us to identify the general 
outline of an original act of speech incluGHGLQ'LR¶VWH[WVRJLYLQJYDOXDEOHWHVWLPRQ\RIWKH
prevalence and role of set-piece orations and debates in the first two decads of the history. 
Indeed, Valerie Fromentin argues that Zonaras furnishes not only bare testimonia indicating 
that an act of speech occurred, but additionally identifies speakers, context, setting, and 
usually a brief summary of the overall point expressed. This information is invaluable. As 
Fromentin notes, it is regrettable that the epitomator does not seem to have appreciated the 
subtlety with which Cassius Dio deployed these compositions²as means of characterisation, 
causal explanation, or to elucidate major themes or political and constitutional topics. This 
only adds to our appreciation of the sophLVWLFDWLRQRI'LR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKHVZLWKLQKLV text. 
Nevertheless, )URPHQWLQ¶VFRQWULEXWLRQWRWKLVZRUNGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWRXUKLVWRULDQXVHGVHW-
piece orations in direct discourse just as fully in the early books as those surviving in the 
direct tradition. TKLVFDQRQO\EHDSSUHFLDWHGWKDQNVWR=RQDUDV¶ILGHOLW\WRKLVVRXUFH  
TKHVH LGHDV DUH GHYHORSHG IXUWKHU LQ &KDSWHU (LJKW ZLWK -RKQ 5LFK¶V VWXG\ RI
extended and short speech episodes in Books 1±21. 7RWKLVSRLQWUHVHDUFKLQWR&DVVLXV'LR¶V
use of speech in the early books has been remarkably limited;48 such enquiries are naturally 
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 )RU D VXPPDU\ RI =RQDUDV¶ WUHDWPHQW RI'LR¶V RULJLQDO LQFOXGLQJ DEULGJHPHQW DQG VXPPDU\ DV ZHOO DV
insertion and deletion), see Simons 2009, esp. 29±30.   
47
 Zonar. 9.31. For Zonaras there were two possibilities: either the ravages of time had obliterated the 
remaining books to which he no longer had access (ĲȠΥ? ȤȡȩȞȠȣ įȚİĳșĮȡțȩĲȠȢ ĮΥὐĲȐȢ), or his remote location far 
from Constantinople was really the point at issue, and a more thorough search in the city might reveal them 
(ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ Υ?ʌİȡȩȡȚȠȢ ΥὢȞ țĮΥὶ ʌȩȡȡȦ ĲȠΥ? ΥἄıĲİȠȢ ΥἐȞ ȞȘıȚįȓΥ? ΥἐȞįȚĮȚĲȫȝİȞȠȢ &KLVWRSKHU0DOODQ¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ LQ
Chapter Three suggests that the former may have been the case, since interest in Dio after the tenth century 
appears to have been less for its historical narrative and more for the preservation of individual episodes and 
sententiae.   
48
 See e.g. Millar 1964 79±80; Stekelenburg 1971; Fechner 1986, 29±31, 39±43; Kemezis 2014 106±107. 
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hampered by the discrete nature of the excerpted fragments that preserve them and by the 
scale of Zonaras¶ DEULGJHPHQW QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ WKH XVHIXO LQIRUPDWLRQ KH SURYLGHV DERXt 
their context and performativity. In his contribution, Rich provides the largest and most 
GHWDLOHGVWXG\WRGDWHRIWKHUROHRIVXFKFRPSRVLWLRQVLQWKHIUDJPHQWDU\SRUWLRQVRI'LR¶V
Roman History -RKQ5LFK LGHQWLILHV  µH[WHQGHG¶ DQG  µVKRUW¶ occasions of oratory in 
these early books: Dio appears to have made just as much (indeed, more) use of formal set-
piece orations in Books 1±21 as in Books 36±56. At the same time, he appears to have 
envisaged a far smaller role for short and informal instances of oratio recta for the first two 
decadV WKDQ IRU WKH ODWHU SRUWLRQV 7KLV VXJJHVWV WKDW 'LR¶V VRSKLVWLFDWHGPHWKRGZLWK WKH
speeches of the surviving direct tradition may have been not only the product of his particular 
interest in the decline of the Late Republic and the transition to the Augustan Principate, but 
may also have formed part of his methodological approach to speeches from the very 
beginning of his history. As Rich shows, the array of topics treated in these early speeches is 
impressive. Thus Dio gave not only episodes well-attested within the tradition, such as the 
exchange between Pyrrhus of Epirus and Fabricius at Tarentum, or the debates surrounding 
the repeal of the lex Oppia in 195 BCE (present in Dionysius and Livy, respectively).49 
Rather, Dio appears²LQNHHSLQJZLWKWKHSDUWLFXODUFKDUDFWHURI5RPH¶VHDUO\FRQTXHVWV²to 
have concentrated in substantial detail on non-Roman voices. There are speeches of Samnite 
generals concerning the treatment of Roman captives;50 debates at Carthage on the question 
of war or peace with Rome;51 and tripartite addresses to armies, involving Hannibal and 
Hanno at Carthage and Ticinus.52 Speeches of this kind are entirely absent from the Roman 
History XQWLO%RXGLFFD¶VEDWWOHH[KRUWDWLRQ LQ%RRN±5).53 Perhaps, then, Dio used the 
ILUVWWZRGHFDGVWRH[SORUH5RPH¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHSHRSOHVof the Mediterranean world 
in an elaborate manner unrepresented elsewhere in the surviving direct tradition of his work. 
Certainly our historian was aware, especially in the early books, of the kinds of 
conflict and controversy that cultural interactions could provoke. Earlier studies of Cassius 
Dio as a hellenophone provincial from Nicaea in Bithynia have tended to describe him as a 
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 D.H. AR 19.13±18; Livy 34.1±8. 
50
 Cass. Dio F 36.12, 14. 
51
 Cass. Dio F 55.1; Zonar. 8.21.9. 
52
 Cass. Dio F 55.10, F 57.4±5; Zonar. 8.22.5±7, 8.23.8. 
53
 On which, see Gowing 1997; Adler 2008; 2011.  
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Greek ZKR EHFDPH ³5RPDQLVHG´.54 Yet, DV%UDQGRQ -RQHV¶ VWXG\ LQ&KDSWHU1LQH DUJXHV
while Dio may have rejected idealised traditions of the virtue of the early city, he clearly 
identified with the Roman historiographical topoi of virtus (ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ) and luxuria (ĲȡȣĳȒ). He 
DVVRFLDWHGWKHVHWUDLWVUHVSHFWLYHO\ZLWKWKHSHULRGEHIRUHDQGDIWHU5RPH¶VLQYROYHPHQWLQ
the affairs of the Greek world. This is uncontroversial within Roman historiography: like 
Sallust and Livy, Cassius Dio conceived of a causal relationship between the growth of 
empire and so luxuria on the one hand, and the decline of virtus on the other. Where Dio is 
more distinctive, as Brandon Jones shows, lies in his inversion of that theme in the 
contemporary history. Under Caracalla and other Severan emperors it is Rome which exports  
luxuria or ĲȡȣĳȒ to the Greek world, not vice versa; and in these circumstances it is Dio and 
his peers who represent virtus, the charDFWHULVWLF WUDSSLQJ RI WUXH µ5RPDQQHVV¶55 Cassius 
'LR¶VSROHPLFDJDLQVWWKHĲȡȣĳȒ of the emperors of his time, and his localisation of ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ 
within himself and with the Senate, is achieved by aligning his contemporary history 
ideologically and linguistically with the first two decads, using verbal clues to underscore 
RRPH¶VFXOWXUDOWUDQVIRUPDWLRQVpast and present.  
The research contained within these ten chapters demonstrates the unity of Cassius 
'LR¶VRoman History in its textual entirety. The sum total of these contributions asserts our 
KLVWRULDQ¶VSURJUDPPDWLFXVHRIµHDUO\5RPH¶ to introduce major factors of history integral to 
his explanation of the decline of the Republic: stasis and civil war; competition and envy; the 
role of the Senate in an ideal state; and the importance of speech²especially its moral 
ambiguity and potential for misuse. At the same time, we show that returning to the earliest 
KLVWRU\RI³this land in which we dwell´ had for Dio ideological and political significance. 
Early Rome provided the historian with a remote, semi-mythical arena to say to his 
contemporaries that which he felt needed to be said.  
Having epitomated the content of this volume, it remains to make some general 
comments on the organisation of the collection. The ten chapters are arranged by theme into 
three parts 3DUW 2QH µ7KH 7H[W¶ deals with Zonaras, the Excerpta Constantiniana, and 
'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK/LY\5HDGHUVXQIDPLOLDUZLWKWKHWH[WXDOWUDGLWLRQRI%RRNV±21 will 
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find Part One especially helpful. But it addresses also controversies familiar to experts of 
Cassius Dio, and seeks to investigate the problem that all readers of the early books of the 
Roman History face: we are dealing not with one history, one author, and one agenda, but 
with several.  3DUW7ZR µ0LOLWDU\	3ROLWLFDO+LVWRU\¶ H[SORUHV WKHKLVWRULDQ¶V DFFRXQWRI
political and military events mainly between the turn of the 5th and turn of the 3rd centuries 
BCE, from the (alleged) first decade of the Republic to the Hannibalic War. It has in view, 
SDUWLFXODUO\'LR¶VGLVWLQFWLYHQHVVDVDVRXUFHIRUWKLVSHULRGDQGKLVXVHRIµHDUO\5RPH¶WR
foreshadow developments in his account of the Late Republic, so aiding his interpetation and 
H[SODQDWLRQRILWVGHFOLQH)LQDOO\3DUW7KUHHµ(DUO\5RPH	'LR¶V3URMHFW¶relates the first 
two decads explicitly to later sections of the Roman History, especially the contemporary 
history of Books 72±80. The purpose of this part is to analyse these early books in relation to 
the text in the round, and not solely as a prolepsis to the Late Republican narrative. The three 
chapters contained within this section  demonstrate the coherency with which Dio planned his 
Roman History,  including a generally consistent approach to the writing of historiographical 
speeches and a sustained focus on themes important to contemporary political life.  
 On a final note, it will be apparent that this volume takes a deliberately broad 
GHILQLWLRQRIµHDUO\5RPH¶7KHHYHQWVRI'LR¶VBooks 1±21, as we have already stated, guide 
the reader up to the destruction of Carthage in 146 BCE. This is some one hundred and twenty 
years later WKDQPRGHUQ KLVWRULHV RI WKLV HUD LQ WKH FLW\¶V HYROXWLRQ WHQG WR FORVH D fairly 
recent device KDVEHHQWRSHULRGLVHµHDUO\¶5RPHXSWRWKHRXWEUHDNRIWKH)LUVW3XQLF:DU56 
The reasons for our approach are partly textual, partly historiographical. On the text, since 
=RQDUDV¶V HSLWRPH LV RI VXFK LPSRUWDQFH IRU RXU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH HDUO\ ERRNV RI WKH
Roman History, and so frequently discussed here, it makes little sense not to follow his 
HSLWRPHRI5RPH¶s earliest centuries to its end. To cease our enquiry with the First Punic War 
(Zonar. 8.8 = Cass. Dio 11 F 43)57 would involve discarding the entire second GHFDGRI'LR¶s 
history that is as worthy of study, and scarcely researched, as the first. On the historiography, 
'LR¶VSUHGHFHVVRUVin the Latin tradition treated 146 BCE as a turning-point in the history of 
their polity. Sallust, whose work Dio evidently knew,58 GDWHG5RPH¶VGHFOLQHWRWKHIDOORILWV
ROGHQHP\³&DUWKDJHWKHULYDOaemula) of the Roman empire, perished from root to tip; all 
                                                          
56
 So Cornell 1995; Forsythe 2005.  
57
 Book numbers are only approximate; see Christopher Mallan and John Rich in this volume.  
58
 Cass. Dio. 43.9.2±3. 
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WKH ODQGDQGVHD OD\RSHQRQO\ WKHQGLG)RUWXQHVXOO\ DQGGLVRUGHU HYHU\WKLQJ´59 7DFLWXV¶
idea is similar: only when the Romans had subjugated the world and destroyed rival states 
(aemulis) did they fall into cupidity and conflict with one another.60 These tropes are 
schematic and misleading, but Dio accepted the analysis even as he rejected idealistic 
WUDGWLRQVRIDPRUHYLUWXRXVµHDUOLHU¶5RPH61 He was simply writing a better history-book, 
not ripping one up.62 
 
  
                                                          
59
 Sall. Cat. 10.1±6: Carthago aemula imperi Romani ab stirpe interiit, cuncta maria terraeque patebant, 
saevire fortuna ac miscere onmia coepit. 
60
 Tac. Hist. 2.38: ubi subacto orbe et aemulis urbibus regibusve excisis securas opes concupiscere vacuum 
fuit. 
61
 Fechner 1986, 136±154. Hence, perhaps, the choice to emphasise the momentous occasion with the debate 
between Scipio Nasica and Cato, which survives now only as a testimonium DW=RQDUDQGWKHµQHFURORJ\¶
of Carthage at 9.31, both of which will probaEO\KDYHEHHQPXFKIXOOHULQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO 
62
 )RUUHFHQWVXUYH\VRI'LR¶VKLVWRULRJUDSKLFDODSSURDFKLQJHQHUDODQGQRWLQFRQQHFWLRQZLWK%RRNV±21) 
see Madsen, J.M. & Lange, C.H. (eds.). Cassius Dio: Greek Intellectual & Roman Politician (Leiden & Boston, 
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LA FIABILITÉ DE ZONARAS DANS LES DEUX PREMIÈRES DÉCADES 




Pour reconstituer la trame événementielle et la structure narrative des livres 1±21 de 
l'Histoire romaine, le témoignage de Zonaras1²le seul à proposer un récit chronologique et 
continu²est essentiel: sans lui, les fragments transmis par les autres sources (Extraits 
Constantiniens, Tzétzès, Souda, Maxime le Confesseur) seraient largement inexploitables, 
comme on peut le constater lorsque Zonaras délaisse Dion pour les Vies de Plutarque ou 
quand son modèle lui fait défaut.2 Pour autant, sa fiabilité ne laisse pas de faire débat car 
Zonaras affiche une ambition d'historien, et non pas simplement d'excerpteur ou 
d'abréviateur, et des principes rédactionnels qui impliquent une sélection et une réécriture au 
moins partielle du matériau-source.3 De fait, quand la comparaison avec la tradition directe 
                                                          
*
 Je tiens à remercier vivement le professeur John Rich pour sa relecture pleine d'acribie et toutes ses 
suggestions, ainsi que Christopher Burden-Strevens pour ses remarques. 
1
 Nous disposons de deux éditions de référence pour l'Epitomè de Zonaras, qui utilisent en gros les mêmes 
manuscrits mais différemment. Aucune des deux n'est fondée sur un classement des témoins conservés. Celle de 
Pinder 1841±1847, continuée par Büttner-Wobst 1897, présente l'avantage de fournir un apparat critique. 
Cependant nous renverrons ici par commodité aux volumes et pages de l'édition Dindorf 1865±1875, plus usitée 
car reproduite dans le TLG. La division actuelle de l'Epitomè en (dix-huit) livres et en chapitres remonte à 
l'édition Du Cange 1686; la division de ces chapitres en paragraphes a été réalisée par Boissevain, mais 
uniquement pour la partie du texte de Zonaras correspondant aux deux premières décades (fragmentaires) de 
l'HR (1±21), pour lesquelles l'Epitomè est si précieuse. Cette subdivision n'est malheureusement pas reproduite 
dans les volumes correspondants (I et II) de l'édition Cary dans la Loeb Classical Library.  
2
 Après 146 a.C. C'est en effet pour la première partie de l'HR (livres 1±21), depuis la fondation de Rome 
jusqu'à la fin de la troisième guerre punique, que Zonaras est le plus utile car il s'appuie quasi exclusivement sur 
Dion, qu'il contamine ponctuellement avec des Vies de Plutarque. En revanche, il n'a pas pu utiliser les livres 22 
à 35 (qui allaient de 146 a.C jusqu'à la période pompéienne), apparemment déjà perdus à son époque, et bien 
qu'il disposât des livres 36 à 60, il leur a préféré les Vies de Plutarque (Pompée, César) pour O¶pTXLYDOHQWGHV
livres 36±43. Il ne revient à Dion qu'à partir du livre 44. 3 (Zonar. 10.12). Pour les livres 61 à 80, il avait accès à 
ODIRLVjO¶Histoire romaine HWjO¶Épitomé de Xiphilin.  
3
 Dans sa préface (1.2), Zonaras énumère, par la voix de ses amis, les "risques du métier" d'historien: 
l'abondance de détails superflus, les polémiques inutiles, les digressions hors de propos et l'abus de rhétorique 
(voir en dernier lieu Bellissime & Berbessou-Broustet 2016, spéc. 100±101). 
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est possible, c'est-à-dire pour les livres 44±60 de l'HR, on constate que si Zonaras est capable 
d'une fidélité littérale au texte de Dion, il opère également des coupes drastiques dans sa 
source et prend parfois de grandes libertés avec elle:4 il réduit a minima ou omet ce qui 
concerne les affaires intérieures de Rome, l'administration des provinces, les opérations 
militaires mineures et les passages où Dion, passant du particulier au général, philosophe sur 
la nature humaine.5 Il n'est donc pas surprenant que les éditeurs et commentateurs des deux 
premières décades de l'HR aient adopté à son égard une attitude prudente et circonspecte, 
refusant à juste titre d'accorder à son récit la même valeur qu'aux Extraits Constantiniens.6 La 
confrontation avec ces fragments semble du reste montrer que l'intervention de Zonaras a été 
tout particulièrement dommageable pour les "discours" de l'HR: les prises de position de ce 
dernier contre l'abus de rhétorique en histoire7 et son élimination quasi systématique des 
passages gnomiques et "moralisants"±±heureusement préservés par les Extraits 
Constantiniens De sententiis,8 laissent craindre que la version zonarienne ne soit largement 
"dé-rhétorisée" par rapport à l'original dionien et, par conséquent, la trame discursive de ces 
livres irrémédiablement abîmée. Nous voudrions néanmoins revenir ici sur cette idée reçue et, 
sans la remettre totalement en question, lui apporter quelques nuances. Pour cela, il faut 
d'abord faire un détour par les livres conservés dans la tradition directe (44±60), afin de 
mieux comprendre le traitement que Zonaras réserve aux discours présents dans cette section 
de l'HR, d'évaluer sa fiabilité dans ce domaine et d'en tirer un enseignement pour la 
reconstitution des parties discursives qui figuraient dans les deux premières décades. 
                                                          
4
 Ajouts, recours à des synonymes, inversion de l'ordre des mots, simplification et modification de la syntaxe 
(voir par ex. Fromentin 2014, xciv-xcviii). 
5
 Comme le prouve notamment la comparaison entre l'Epitomè de Zonaras et celle de Xiphilin pour le livre 54, 
menée par Millar 1964, 195±203. Sur le travail de "réduction" et de "compression" effectué par Zonaras, voir 
aussi Moscovich 1983, qui n'évoque cependant pas le cas des discours.  
6
 Sur les Extraits Constantiniens, on se reportera à la contribution de Christopher Mallan dans ce volume.  
7
 Zonaras condamne (Praef. 1. 2) parmi les historiens "ceux qui composent des histoires pour briller en public, 
pour montrer leur talent d'écrivain, et qui, pour cette raison, enchaînent les discours au peuple et font un usage 
exagérément digressif et rhétorique du langage" (ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἐʌȓįİȚȟȚȞ ıȣȞĲȑșİȚȞĲĮȚ ĲΥ? ıȣȖȖȡȐȝȝĮĲĮ, 
ΥἐʌȚįİȚțȞȣȝȑȞȠȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌȚįİȚțȞȣȝȑȞȠȚȢ ΥὅʌȦȢ İΥἶȤȠȞ ʌİȡΥὶ ĲΥὸ ȖȡȐĳİȚȞ įȣȞȐȝİȦȢ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓĮȢ Ĳİ ȝİĲĮȟΥ? 
ĲȚșİΥ?ıȚ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡİțȕĮĲȚțȫĲİȡȠȞ Υἢ țĮΥὶ Υ?ȘĲȠȡȚțȫĲİȡȠȞ țİȤȡȘȝȑȞȠȚȢ ĲΥ? ȜȩȖΥ?). Et il ajoute: "En effet, quelle utilité 
y aura-t-il à savoir ce que ce démagogue a dit au peuple, ce que ce général a dit à ses soldats, ce que cet 
empereur a dit aux ambassadeurs des Perses, et cet autre à ceux des Celtes ou des Scythes (....)?". 
8
 Simons 2009, 29±30 donne quelques exemples frappants de ce procédé mais montre ausi qu'il souffre 
quelques exceptions.  
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Les discours conservés dans la tradition directe et leur traitement par Zonaras  
 
Les livres 44±60 de l'HR contiennent douze discours au style direct, dont voici la liste: livre 
44: discours de Cicéron au sénat pour demander l'amnistie après l'assassinat de César (c. 23±
33); oraison funèbre de César par Antoine (c. 36±49); livre 45: discours de Cicéron au sénat 
contre Antoine (c.18±47); livre 46: réponse de Calenus (c.1±28); livre 50: harangue d'Antoine 
(c. 16±22) et harangue du jeune César avant Actium (c. 24±30); livre 52: débat entre Agrippa 
(c. 2±13) et Mécène (c.14±40); livre 53: discours du jeune César au sénat en janvier 27 a.C. 
(c. 3±10); livre 55: dialogue Auguste-Livie (c. 14±21); livre 56: discours d'Auguste au sénat 
(c. 2±9) ; oraison funèbre d'Auguste par Tibère (c. 35±41). 
 Tous ces discours, sauf un,9 ont laissé une trace dans la version de Zonaras. On ne 
peut cependant manquer d'être frappé par l'importance des réductions opérées par l'historien 
byzantin. 
 En effet, aucune partie rhétorique n'est reproduite par lui dans son intégralité et le 
style direct d'origine n'est conservé qu'à deux reprises: dans le passage de l'oraison funèbre de 
César au livre 44 où Antoine énumère avec émotion tous les noms du défunt;10 dans le 
dialogue nocturne entre Auguste et Livie au livre 55.11  
 Ailleurs, Zonaras recourt à trois procédés principalement. Premièrement, la 
focalisation sur un passage précis de la Υ?ȘĲȠȡİΥ?ĮTXLHVWVRLW UHSULVin extenso, soit résumé; 
c'est ce qui se passe notamment avec le discours de Cicéron (44.23±33) prononcé après 
l'assassinat de César et demandant l'amnistie pour les meurtriers: Zonaras ne conserve que le 
c.32, dont il récapitule les arguments.  
 
Υὁ įΥὲ ȀȚțȑȡȦȞ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢ ΥἔʌİȚıİ ʌȐȞĲĮȢȝΥ? ȝȞȘıȚțĮțİΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȚȢ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țΥἄȞ
ĲȚıȚȞΥἡȝȐȡĲȘĲĮȓĲȚʌĮȡȩȥİıșĮȚĲȠΥ?ĲȠΥἵȞĮȝΥ? ΥἐȝĳȪȜȚȠȢțĮΥὶ ĮΥ?șȚȢȖȑȞȘĲĮȚʌȩȜİȝȠȢ
țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜȚĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȜİșȡȠȢ Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȦȞ ΥὀȜȜȣȝȑȞȦȞ ΥὁȝȠȞȠΥ?ıĮȚ įΥὲ ὁȝȠĳȪȜȠȣȢ
ΥὄȞĲĮȢțĮΥὶ ıȣȖȖİȞİΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ʌȡȠıȑșİĲȠįİΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌĮȡΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢʌȡĮȤșȑȞĲĮ
İΥἴĲİ ΥἐȞ įȦȡİĮΥ?Ȣ Υἢ ĲȚȝĮΥ?Ȣ İΥἶİȞ Υἢ ΥἐȞ ΥἀȡȤĮΥ?Ȣ ĳȣȜȐȟĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȝȒ ĲȚ ĲȠȪĲȦȞ
ʌȠȜȣʌȡĮȖȝȠȞΥ?ıĮȚ Υἢ ΥἀȞĮĲȡȑȥĮȚ ʌİȚıșȑȞĲİȢ ȠΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȝȘįİȞΥὶ ȝȞȘıȚțĮțİΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐȥȘĳȓıĮȞĲȠ 
                                                          
9
 Il s'agit du discours d'Auguste aux equites en 56. 2±9.  
10
 Cass. Dio 44.49 = Zonar. 10.12 (2.373.31±374.21 D). 
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Zonar.10.12 (2.373.4±13 D): Cicéron prononça un discours par lequel il les 
persuada tous de ne pas se tenir mutuellement rancune et, même si certains 
avaient commis des fautes, de les oublier, afin d'éviter une nouvelle guerre civile 
et un carnage entre citoyens: il leur fallait préserver la concorde puisqu'ils étaient 
de la même race et de la même famille. Il ajouta qu'on devait conserver aussi ce 
qui avait été fait par César, qu'il s'agît de cadeaux, d'honneurs ou de charges, ne 
pas enquêter là-dessus ni revenir en arrière. Ils furent donc convaincus par lui et 
votèrent le décret d'amnistie.12 
 
Deuxièmement, un résumé de l'ensemble du discours ou du débat, comme on le voit pour les 
discours de Cicéron et de Calenus, qui couvrent respectivement trente et vingt-neuf chapitres 
dans les livres 45±46 et dont Zonaras réduit le contenu à quelques lignes à chaque fois,13 et 
surtout pour le débat Agrippa-Mécène (52.2±40), qui donne lieu à une version très courte 
privilégiant les arguments de Mécène: 
 
ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝȑȞĲȠȚ ȖȞȫȝȘȞ ĲΥ? ΥμȖȡȓʌʌΥ?  țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȂĮȚțȒȞΥ? ȠΥἷȢ ΥἐʌȓıĲİȣİ ĲΥ? ΥἀʌȩȡȡȘĲĮ
țȠȚȞȦıȐȝİȞȠȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝΥὲȞ ΥμȖȡȓʌʌȠȣ ȖȞȫȝȘȞ ΥἀʌȠĲȡȑʌȠȣıĮȞ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ
İΥ?ȡȘțİȞā Υὁ įΥὲ ȂĮȚțȒȞĮȢ ĲȠΥὐȞĮȞĲȓȠȞ ıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣİȞ ΥἅʌĮȞ İΥ?ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥἤįȘ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȞΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȠȜΥ? įȚȠȚțΥ?ıĮȚĮΥὐĲȩȞțĮΥὶ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮΥ?ȠȞİΥἶȞĮȚįȣİΥ?ȞșȐĲİȡȠȞΥἢ ȝİΥ?ȞĮȚ
ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ Υἢ ΥἀʌȠȜȑıșĮȚ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ʌȡȠȑȝİȞȠȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἅʌĮȟ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȒıĮıȚȞ
ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ Υ?įȚȦĲİΥ?ıĮȚ İΥἶȞĮȚ ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ Υ?ʌȑșİĲȠ įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥὅʌȦȢ ΥἀıĳĮȜΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ țĮΥὶ 
įȚțĮȓȦȢ ΥἄȡȟİȚ ʌȡΥὸȢ įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞİʌĮȤșΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜΥ?Ȟ țĮĲĮĲİȓȞĮȢ ȜȩȖȠȞ ʌİȡΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ
Υ?ʌȠșȑıİȦȢ ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌΥ?ıȚįΥὲ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἐʌȒȖĮȖİȞ³İΥ? ὅıĮ ΥἕĲİȡȩȞĲȚȞĮ ΥἄȡȟĮȞĲȐıȠȣʌȠȚİΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐȕȠȪȜȠȣ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ĮΥὐĲİʌȐȖȖİȜĲȠȢ ʌȡȐĲĲİȚȢ ȠΥὔĲİ ĲȚ ΥἁȝĮȡĲȒıİȚȢ țĮΥὶ ʌȐȞĲĮ
                                                          
12
 Cf. Cass. Dio 44.32. 
13
 Discours de Cicéron apud Zonar. 10.14 (2. 378. 13±19 D): "Cicéron dit qu'il fallait décréter Antoine ennemi 
public (cf. Cass. Dio 45.43.2); mais s'agissant de César et de Decimus Brutus, qui s'opposaient à lui, on devait 
leur décerner des éloges pour ce qu'ils avaient accompli de leur propre chef, leur donner pouvoir pour la suite 
des événements, envoyer les deux consuls faire la guerre et combattre Antoine sans perdre de temps ni tarder" 
(cf.Cass. Dio 45.42.4 et 45.45.4). Discours de Calenus apud Zonar.10.14 (2.378.19±26 D): "Après que Cicéron 
eut exprimé cet avis, Quintus (sic) Calenus, qui lui portait la contradiction, donna les conseils suivants: envoyer 
dire à tous que le sénat leur ordonnait, sans faire de distinction entre eux, de déposer les armes et de se remettre 
en son pouvoir, eux-mêmes et leurs soldats; féliciter ceux qui auraient obéi, faire la guerre à ceux qui ne se 





Zonar.10.32 (2.436.7±22 D): Comme il (i.e. le jeune César) avait fait part de ses 
intentions à Agrippa et à Mécène, auxquels il confiait ses secrets, il constata 
qu'Agrippa avait l'intention de le détourner de la monarchie. Mécène, pour sa part, 
lui donna un avis absolument contraire, en arguant qu'il exerçait déjà depuis 
longtemps la monarchie et qu'il lui fallait soit conserver ce qu'il avait, soit perdre 
la vie en y renonçant : "il est impossible", disait-il, "pour quiconque ayant jamais 
exercé la monarchie de vivre en sécurité en tant que simple citoyen". Il lui 
démontra comment il pourrait gouverner à la fois sans risque pour lui et dans le 
respect de la justice, qui plus est sans trouver cette charge trop lourde, et il 
s'étendit longuement sur ce sujet. A la fin, il ajouta : "si tu te comportes, de ton 
propre chef, comme tu voudrais qu'un autre le fasse s'il te gouvernait, tu ne 
commettras jamais d'erreur, tu n'auras que des succès et tu mèneras par 
conséquent une vie aussi sûre qu'agréable. 
 
Enfin, ce qu'on pourrait appeler le "degré zéro" de l'abrégement et qui consiste en une simple 
mention du discours, dont le contenu n'est pas reproduit, même sommairement: c'est le cas 
des oraisons funèbres d'Auguste par Drusus et Tibère.14 C'est le cas aussi des harangues 
d'Antoine et du jeune César avant Actium, qui occupent l'une et l'autre sept chapitres du livre 
50 et sont toutes deux évoquées a minima par Zonaras:  
 
Zonar.10.29 (2.426.18±20 D): "Antoine, en s'entretenant avec ses soldats, s'efforçait de 
leur donner du courage pour la bataille navale."15  
 
Zonar.10.29 (2.426.29±30 D): "César réunit son armée et, par les paroles qu'il 
prononça, les exhorta au combat."16 
 
                                                          
14
 Cass. Dio 56.35±41 = Zonar.10.38 (2. 455. 10±12 D): "Le corps fut sorti et exposé et Tibère et Drusus 
proncèrent des éloges funèbres."  
15
 ȀĮΥὶĲȠΥ?ȢıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢʌĮȡİșȐȡȡȣȞİʌȡΥὸȢĲΥ?ȞȞĮȣȝĮȤȓĮȞįȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥὁΥμȞĲȫȞȚȠȢFI&DVV Dio 50.16±
22). 
16
 ȀĮΥ?ıĮȡ ... ıȣȞȒȖĮȖİ ĲΥὸ ıĲȡȐĲİȣȝĮ țĮΥὶ İΥ?Ȣ ȝȐȤȘȞ įȚ¶ΥὧȞ İΥἴȡȘțİ ʌĮȡİțȐȜİıİ (cf. Cass. Dio 50.4±30).  
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Or, cette présentation serait incomplète si l'on n'insistait pas sur un fait à nos yeux 
remarquable: quelle que soit la forme sous laquelle Zonaras restitue le discours qui figure 
dans sa source, il n'oublie pas d'indiquer l'effet produit sur ses destinataires. On le constate 
pour tous les discours au style direct (contenus dans les livres 44±60) énumérés plus haut, à 
l'exception des deux harangues d'Antoine et du jeune César au livre 50, sur lesquelles nous 
reviendrons plus loin.17 
 Ainsi, malgré la réduction drastique opérée sur le débat entre Agrippa et Mécène,18 
Zonaras préserve±±en la reformulant±±la conclusion de Dion selon laquelle le futur Auguste, 
après avoir écouté les avis de ses deux amis, choisit de suivre celui de Mécène:  
 
ȂĮȚțȒȞĮȢȝΥὲȞĲĮΥ?ĲĮİΥ?ʌΥ?ȞΥἐʌĮȪıĮĲȠΥὁ įΥὲ įΥ? ȀĮΥ?ıĮȡΥἀȝĳȠĲȑȡȠȣȢȝȑȞıĳĮȢțĮΥὶ 
ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȠȜȣȞȠȓΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȠȜȣȜȠȖȓΥ? ĲΥ? ĲİʌĮȡȡȘıȓΥ? Υ?ıȤȣȡΥ?ȢΥἐʌΥῄȞİıİĲΥ? įΥὲ įΥ? 
ĲȠΥ? ȂĮȚțȒȞȠȣȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞİΥἵȜİĲȠ. 
 
Cass.Dio 52.41.1: Mécène, après s'être ainsi exprimé, se tut. César les félicita 
vivement l'un et l'autre pour leur prolixité et leur franchise mais préféra la position 
défendue par Mécène. 
 
ȅΥ? ȝΥὲȞȠΥ?ȞĲĮΥ?ĲĮĲΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȚıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣıĮȞ Υὁ įΥὲ ΥἄȝĳȦȝΥὲȞțĮΥὶ ΥἐșĮȪȝĮıİțĮΥὶ 
ΥἐʌΥῄȞİıİȞİΥἵȜİĲȠįΥὲ ĲȠΥ? ȂĮȚțȒȞȠȣĲΥ?ȞıȣȝȕȠȣȜȒȞ 
 
Zonar.10.32 (2.436.22±24 D): Tels furent les conseils qu'ils donnèrent à César. Ce 
dernier leur exprima son admiration et les félicita l'un et l'autre, mais préféra l'avis 
de Mécène. 
 
Il en va de même s'agissant du long "discours d'amnistie" de Cicéron, déjà cité plus haut.19 
Zonaras n'en résume qu'une petite partie (le c.32), mais sa version conserve néanmoins la 
phrase liminaire et la phrase finale dans lesquelles Dion insiste sur l'effet persuasif de cette 
intervention qui déboucha immédiatement sur un vote à l'unanimité: Zonar. 10.12 (2.373.4±
13 D): "Cicéron prononça un discours par lequel il les persuada tous (= Cass. Dio 44.22.3) de 
                                                          
17
 Voir ci-dessous, p. 46±47. 
18
 Voir au dessus, pp. 28±29. 
19
 Voir au dessus, p. 27±28. 
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QHSDV«.20 Ils furent donc convaincus par lui et votèrent le décret d'amnistie" (= Cass. Dio 
44.34.1).21 Prenons un dernier exemple, parmi de nombreux autres.22 Dans la version très 
abrégée qu'il donne de la recusatio imperii du jeune César devant le sénat, Zonaras résume en 
quatre lignes l'ensemble du discours, soit neuf chapitres (Cass. Dio 53.3±11), mais reproduit 
en substance le contenu du chapitre conclusif où Dion décrit les sentiments mêlés et les 
réactions des auditeurs (53.11):  
 
ȀĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȓȠȣȢ ʌĮȡĮıțİȣȐıĮȢ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖİȡȠȣıȓĮȞ İΥ?ıΥ?ȜșİȞ
ΥἕȕįȠȝȠȞ Υ?ʌĮĲİȪȦȞā țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡĮȚĲİΥ?ıșĮȚ ȜȑȖȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȞ țĮΥὶ ʌȐȞĲĮ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ΥἀȡȓıĲȠȚȢʌȠȚİΥ?ȞΥἐįȑİĲȠĲȠȪĲȦȞįȑȟĮıșĮȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ĲΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȢȝȠȞĮȡȤȓȢΥἀʌȩșİıȚȞȠΥ?įΥὲ
ĲΥ?ȢȕȠȣȜΥ?ȢȠΥ?ȝΥὲȞİΥ?įȩĲİȢĲΥ?ȞȖȞȫȝȘȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȠΥ?į¶Υ?ʌȠʌĲİȪȠȞĲİȢȠΥ?ȝΥὲȞΥἐȜȑȖȟĮȚ
ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ȠΥὐț ΥἐȕȠȪȜȠȞĲȠ ȠΥ? į¶ ΥἐįİįȠȓțİıĮȞ ΥὅșİȞ țĮΥὶ ʌȚıĲİȪİȚȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȠΥ? ȝΥὲȞ
ΥἐʌȜȐĲĲȠȞĲȠȠΥ?įΥὲΥἠȞĮȖțȐȗȠȞĲȠāțĮΥὶΥἐȕȓĮıĮȞįΥ?șİȞĮΥὐĲΥὸȞĮΥὐĲĮȡȤİΥ?Ȟ 
 
Zonar.10.32 (2.437.9±21D): Après avoir préparé ceux [des sénateurs] qui étaient 
le plus proches de lui, il entra au sénat en tant que consul pour la septième fois. Il 
déclara qu'il refusait pour lui-même la monarchie et qu'il agissait en tout sous 
l'influence des meilleurs, et leur demanda d'accepter son renoncement (= Cass.Dio 
53.3±10). Parmi les sénateurs, les uns, qui connaissaient ses intentions, ne 
voulaient pas le critiquer et les autres, qui se méfiaient de lui, avaient peur de le 
faire. Par conséquent, soit ils faisaient semblant de le croire, soit ils y étaient 
poussés: ils ne lui laissèrent pas d'autre choix, paraît-il, que d'accepter le pouvoir 
absolu (= Cass. Dio 53.11).  
 
                                                          
20
 Cass. 'LRİΥἶʌȠȞΥἄȜȜȠȚĲİΥἄȜȜĮΥὡȢΥἕțĮıĲȠȢĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥἐȖȓȖȞȦıțİțĮΥὶΥὁȀȚțȑȡȦȞĲȐįİȠΥἷıʌİȡțĮΥὶΥἐʌİȓıșȘıĮȞ 
=RQDUDVΥὁįΥὲȀȚțȑȡȦȞįȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢΥἔʌİȚıİʌȐȞĲĮȢ 
21
 Cass. Dio: ȀȚțΥέȡȦȞȝΥὲȞĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮİΥ?ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥἔʌİȚıİĲΥ?ȞȖİȡȠȣıΥ?ĮȞȝȘįΥέȞĮȝȘįİȞΥὶ ȝȞȘıȚțĮțΥ?ıĮȚȥȘĳΥ?ıĮıșĮȚ 
Zonar.: ʌİȚıșȑȞĲİȢȠΥ?ȞĮΥὐĲΥ?ȝȘįİȞΥὶȝȞȘıȚțĮțİΥ?ȞΥἐȥȘĳȓıĮȞĲȠ 
22
 Voir aussi: Zonar.10.37 (2.450.14±' ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮʌȠȜȜΥ? ĲΥ?ȢȁȚȕȓĮȢİΥ?ʌȠȪıȘȢ ΥὁǹΥὔȖȠȣıĲȠȢ ΥἐʌİȓıșȘĮΥὐĲΥ?
(cf. Cass. Dio 55. 22 1: ĲĮΥ?ĲĮĲΥ?ȢȁȚȠȣȓĮȢİΥ䄂?ȠȪıȘȢΥὁǹΥὔȖȠȣıĲȠȢΥἐʌİȓıșȘĲİĮΥὐĲΥ?Zonar.10.13 (2. 374.22±25): 
ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ ΥὁįΥ?ȝȠȢ ΥἐȟȠȡȖȚıșİΥὶȢĲȠΥ?ȢȝΥὲȞıĳĮȖİΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȗȒĲİȚĲΥὸįΥὲıΥ?ȝĮĲȠΥ?ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ΥἁȡʌȐıĮȞĲİȢ ΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥἀȖȠȡΥ?
ΥἔțĮȣıĮȞțĮΥὶ ΥἐʌΥὶĲΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞĳȠȞȑȦȞȠΥ?țȓĮȢ Υ?ȡȝȘıĮȞ... (cf. Cass. Dio 44.50.1: ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮĲȠΥ? ΥμȞĲȦȞΥ?ȠȣȜΥέȖȠȞĲȠȢ Υὁ 




On voit donc que si Zonaras abrège les discours±±quitte à appauvrir, déformer ou trahir la 
pensée de Dion±±23 il ne les supprime jamais tout à fait et préserve en tout cas un élément 
essentiel du dispositif narratif mis en oeuvre par l'historien sévérien: le lien logique (de cause 
à effet) qui les rattache au récit proprement dit. Car c'est bien Dion et non Zonaras qui est 
l'auteur de ces "indicateurs d'impact" qui signalent, avant ou après chaque discours, la façon 
dont il a été reçu par l'auditoire et les décisions ou comportements qu'il a induits. Ce procédé 
n'a rien d'original: il est commun à tous les historiens qui, depuis Thucydide au moins, 
accordent à la parole publique le statut de cause et utilisent l'interaction entre récit et discours 
comme vecteur de l'explication historique.24 Nous avons d'ailleurs la preuve, s'il en était 
besoin, que Dion partageait cette conception performative de l'éloquence, avec le fragment 
40.40 [livre 9?]25 transmis par les Extraits Constantiniens De sententiis, l'un des rares 
passages de commentaire où il s'exprime en son nom propre. Le contexte est bien connu: il 
s'agit du fameux discours, attesté par de nombreuses sources,26 que l'ancien censeur Appius 
Claudius Caecus prononça en 280/279 a.C contre la paix que Pyrrhus cherchait à imposer aux 
                                                          
23
 Ces "infidélités" ne sont pas toujours décelables ou soupçonnables. Par exemple dans le texte cité ci-dessus 
(réactions des sénateurs au discours du futur Auguste en janvier 27 a.C.), Zonaras n'évoque qu'une seule 
catégorie de sénateurs, ceux qui ne croient pas aux paroles de César (soit parce qu'ils connaissent ses véritables 
intentions soit parce qu'ils se méfient), alors que la version originale en mentionne aussi une seconde, composée 
de ceux qui croient que César est sincère: "Pendant que César lisait son discours, les sénateurs réagissaient 
diversement: si quelques-uns savaient les intentions de César et applaudissaient en connaissance de cause, les 
autres, en revanche, soit considéraient ce discours avec méfiance, soit le croyaient sincère, etc."(Cassius Dio 
53.11).  
24
 Voir notamment Polybe 12.25b.1: "L'objet propre de l'histoire est premièrement de connaître les discours 
véritables dans leur teneur réelle, secondement de se demander pour quelle cause a échoué ou réussi ce qui a été 
dit ou ce qui a été fait, puisque la narration brute des événements est quelque chose de séduisant mais d'inutile et 
que le commerce de l'histoire ne devient fructueux que si l'on y joint l'étude des causes (...). Si l'on néglige les 
discours véritables et leurs causes, on supprime l'objet de l'histoire..." (même idée chez Denys d'Halicarnasse 
11.1.3±4).  
25
 Pour les livres 1 à 35 la division en livres adoptée par Boissevain est parfois discutable et demeure, en tout 
cas, très discutée. Il en va de même avec le classement et la numérotation des "fragments" établis par Bekker et 
repris (à quelques changements près) par Boissevain: ces 111 "fragments" résultent en fait du regroupement 
thématique d'unités textuelles plus petites, transmises isolément les unes des autres, la plupart par les Extraits 
constantiniens (par exemple le F 43 rassemble 27 "citations" relatives à la première guerre punique). Voir en 
dernier lieu l'excellente mise au point de Rich 2016. 
26
 Voir notamment Humm 2005, spéc. 35±97. 
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Romains; il fit fléchir in extremis un sénat hésitant, sur le point de négocier avec l'ennemi:27 
 
ȉȠȚĮȪĲȘȝΥὲȞ Υἡ ĲȠΥ? ȜȩȖȠȣĳȪıȚȢ ΥἐıĲΥὶ țĮΥὶ ĲȠıĮȪĲȘȞ Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȤİȚ Υ?ıĲİțĮΥὶ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ
Υ?ʌ¶ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲȩĲİȝİĲĮȕĮȜİΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ΥἀȞĲȓʌĮȜȠȞțĮΥὶ ȝΥ?ıȠȢțĮΥὶ șȐȡıȠȢĲȠΥ? ĲİįȑȠȣȢ
ĲȠΥ? ȆȪȡȡȠȣțĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȢΥἐțĲΥ?ȞįȫȡȦȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἀȜȜȠȚȫıİȦȢʌİȡȚıĲΥ?ȞĮȚ 
 
Cass. Dio F 40.40 (ES 105): La nature de l'éloquence est telle et son pouvoir si 
grand qu'ils (i.e. les sénateurs/les Romains) changèrent d'avis et que la crainte que 
leur inspirait Pyrrhus et l'aliénation mentale qu'avaient suscitée ses cadeaux furent 
remplacés par la haine et le courage. 
 
Tous ces indices concourent donc à prouver, selon nous, que l'historien byzantin, loin 
d'attribuer aux discours une fonction purement ornementale, bien loin de les rejeter en bloc 
comme inutiles, était au contraire conscient des enjeux ±±narratifs et explicatifs±±attachés à 
leur usage par les historiens et soucieux, par conséquent, de préserver au moins la trame 
narrative et discursive du texte dionien. 
 
Les discours perdus des deux premières décades et le témoignage de Zonaras  
 
Revenons maintenant aux deux premières décades fragmentaires de l'Histoire romaine, qui 
sont l'objet même de cette enquête. Force est de constater tout d'abord qu'il manque à ce jour 
un inventaire complet des discours ou débats attestés pour cette partie de l'oeuvre par un ou 
plusieurs des témoins indirects du texte de Dion. En effet, la liste dressée récemment par A. 
Kemezis pour les livres 3±21 de l'Histoire romaine n'est pas exhaustive,28 fondée 
                                                          
27
 Zonar. 8.4.9±12 (2.184.9±185.2 D) a conservé l'ensemble de l'épisode: l'allocution de Cinéas, l'émissaire de 
de Pyrrhus, à la curie, les débats entre sénateurs qui durèrent plusieurs jours, l'arrivée d'Appius Claudius et son 
intervention décisive. Le Byzantin ne reproduit pas la remarque de Dion transmise par le F 40.40 mais son récit 
est cohérent avec elle: "Tels furent les conseils d'Appius. Le sénat alors ne tergiversa plus mais vota à 
l'unanimité qu'on expulserait le jour même Cinéas hors des frontières et qu'on ferait à Pyrrhus une guerre 
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essentiellement sur le témoignage des Extraits constantiniens,29 ou sur la convergence des 
Extraits constantiniens et de Zonaras.30 Pourtant, on doit à Zonaras²et à lui seul²d'avoir 
conservé (au moins en partie) des Υ?ȘĲȠȡİΥ?ĮȚ DEVHQWHV GX UHVWH GH OD WUDGLWLRQ WH[WXHOOH GH
Dion:  
 
- le dialogue entre Tarquin l'Ancien et le devin Attius Navius;31  
- l'adresse au peuple de Tanaquil, l'épouse de ce roi, après son assassinat par les fils d'Ancus 
Marcius;32  
- le discours de Cinéas au sénat romain;33  
- la correspondance entre Pyrrhus et Laevinus;34  
- le discours de Pyrrhus à ses troupes avant une bataille;35  
- le débat à Carthage durant le siège de Sagonte;36  
- le débat au sénat carthaginois entre Hasdrubal et Hannon;37  
- le dialogue entre Scipion [l'Africain] et Syphax;38 
- les deux dialogues entre Massinissa et Sophonisbe;39  
- le débat entre Caton et le tribun Lucius Valerius sur le luxe des femmes;40  
                                                          
29
 Complétés ou non par ceux de la Souda, de Maxime le Confesseur ou de Tzétzès: Cass. Dio F 36.1±7 
(plaidoyer du père de Fabius Rullianus accusé par Papirius Cursor); F 36.11±14 (délibérations des Samnites 
pendant la campagne des Fourches Caudines); F 40.15±16 (discours de Laevinus avant une bataille contre 
Pyrrhus, voir sur ce passage infra p.13±14).  
30
 Par ex. Cass. Dio F 17.10±12 (= Exc. Sent. 27) et Zonar. 7.14.8±9 (parabole du corps et de l'estomac 
développée par Menenius Agrippa); Cass. Dio F 18.8±12 (Exc. Sent. 33) et Zonar.7.16.8±10 (débat entre 
Coriolan et sa mère). 
31
 Zonar. 7.8.9±10 [Cass. Dio, livre 2] 
32
 Zonar. 7.9.4 [Cass. Dio, livre 2] 
33
 Zonar. 8.4.10 [Cass. Dio, livre 9] 
34
 Zonar. 8.3.4±5 [Cass. Dio, livre 9] 
35
 Zonar. 8.5.2±3 [ Cass. Dio, livre 10]  
36
 Zonar. 8.21.9 [Cass. Dio, livre 13]. John Rich considère cependant que le F 55.1 (ES 134) doit être attribué à 
ce débat, et non au débat entre Cornelius Lentulus, Fabius Maximus et alii, évoqué par Zonaras 8.22.1±3 [Cass. 
Dio, livre 13].  
37
 Zonar. 8.22.5±6 [Cass. Dio, livre 13] 
38
 Zonar. 9.13. 3±4 [Cass. Dio, livre 17] 
39
 Zonar. 9.13. 2 et 5±6 ([Cass. Dio, livre 17]. Cf. Liv. 30.12.12±17 et 30.15. 5±7. 
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- le débat au sénat romain entre Caton et Scipion Nasica;41  
- le débat au sénat romain pour savoir s'il faut détruire Carthage;42  
 
Plus surprenant encore, on trouve aussi chez lui une dizaine de passages qui ont, semble-t-il, 
échappé à l'attention des commentateurs: ils ont ceci de particulier que Zonaras y mentionne 
la tenue d'un discours ou plusieurs discours mais sans donner aucune information sur leur 
contenu. Pour cela il emploie de verbes "déclaratifs" (įȘȝȘȖȠȡİΥ?Ȟ ȜΥέȖİȚȞ įȚĮȜΥέȖİıșĮȚ
notamment) soit absolument soit suivis d'un complément d'objet (nominal ou pronominal 
indéfini) avec, parfois, la mention du destinataire: ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἐʌĮȖȦȖΥ? įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ʌȠȜȜΥ? 
įȚİȜȑȤșȘ ĲΥ? ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ?, įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİįȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢĲȚȞΥάʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ȜȠȚʌȠΥ?Ȣ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ ȜİȤșΥέȞĲȦȞ, ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἐȜΥέȖİĲȠ. Ces passages, répétons-le, sont 
sans correspondant ni écho dans les autres témoins indirects du Cassius Dion. En voici la liste 
par ordre d'apparition: 
  
1. [Cass. Dio, livre 2] Zonaras 7.9.7 (2.109.24±29 D): Servius Tullius au peuple romain. 
 
ΥêȢįΥὲ ȤĮȜİʌΥ?ȢİΥἶȤȠȞȠΥ? İΥὐʌĮĲȡȓįĮȚĮΥὐĲΥ?țĮΥὶ įȚİșȡȩȠȣȞΥἄȜȜĮĲİțĮΥὶ ΥὅĲȚȝȘįİȞΥὸȢ
ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἑȜȠȝȑȞȠȣĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȤİȚıȣȞĮȖĮȖΥ?ȞĲΥὸȞįΥ?ȝȠȞ ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİāțĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ? 
ΥἐʌĮȖȦȖΥ? įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȠΥ?ĲȦ įȚȑșİĲȠ ΥὡȢ ĮΥὐĲȓțĮ ʌΥ?ıĮȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȞ
ΥἐʌȚȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ 
 
Comme les patriciens se montraient désagréables à son égard et répandaient, entre 
autres rumeurs, qu'il [i.e Servius Tullius] détenait le pouvoir sans avoir été choisi 
par qui que ce soit, il réunit le peuple et s'adressa à lui. En recourant à de 
nombreux arguments propres à le séduire, il le mit dans une disposition d'esprit 
telle qu'il décida par un vote de lui accorder la royauté pleine et entière.43  
                                                                                                                                                                                    
40
 Zonar. 9.17.2±3 [Cass. Dio, livre 18]. Cf. Liv. 34.2±7.  
41
 Zonar. 9.26.4 [ Cass. Dio, livre 21] 
42
 Zonar. 9.30.7±9 [Cass. Dio, livre 21] 
43
 La précision "royautp SOHLQH HW HQWLqUH ʌΥ?ıĮȞĲΥ?Ȟ ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȞ V
H[SOLTXH SDU OH IDLW TXH OH URL VHORQ OD
tradition annalistique, est normalement élu par le sénat et par les comices populaires: seule cette double 
validation lui confère une pleine légitimité (cf. Liv. 1.17.8±9). Ici, comme chez Denys d'Halicarnasse²mais 




2. [Cass. Dio, livre 2] Zonaras 7.11.17 (2. 118. 22±30 D): Brutus au peuple à Rome et aux 
soldats dans le camp d'Ardée.  
 
ȀĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȆȠʌȜȓΥ? ıȣȝȕȠȪȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ʌȡȠșȪȝΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥὔȡȖȠȞΥὁ ǺȡȠΥ?ĲȠȢȤȡȘıȐȝİȞȠȢĲȒȞ
Ĳİ ȖȣȞĮΥ?țĮ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ? įȒȝȠȣ țİȚȝȑȞȘȞ Υ?ʌȑįİȚȟİțĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȜȠȚʌȠΥ?Ȣ
įȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢ ĲΥὸ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȣȡȐȞȞȠȣȢ ȝΥ?ıȠȢ ΥἐțĳΥ?ȞĮȚ ʌİʌȠȓȘțİā țĮΥὶ ȝȘțȑĲȚ
įȑȟĮıșĮȚ ıȣȞȑșİȞĲȠ ĲΥὸȞ ȉĮȡțȪȞȚȠȞ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ įΥὲ ʌȡȐȟĮȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑȥĮȢ
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȠȚȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὸ ıĲȡĮĲȩʌİįȠȞ ΥἐȟȚʌʌȐıĮĲȠ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ? įȒȝΥ? 
ıȣȞȑʌİȚıİțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ 
 
Brutus, sur les conseils de Publius qui était déterminé à agir, montra à une grande 
partie du peuple le corps de la jeune femme (i.e. Lucrèce), étendu là ; <à ceux-là 
et>44 à tous les autres il adressa un discours destiné à leur inspirer la haine de la 
tyrannie. Aussi convinrent-ils de ne plus laisser Tarquin revenir. Après quoi, il 
confia la ville aux autres [conjurés] et se rendit à cheval au camp, où il persuada 
les soldats de voter la même chose que le peuple.  
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
Servius Tullius, contesté et attaqué par les sénateurs, se fait élire par les seuls comices curiates (cf. D.H. AR 4. 
10±12 et Fromentin 2016, 186±187. ) 
44
 &HWWHIRUPXODWLRQpWUDQJHTXLGLVWLQJXHHQWUHXQHJUDQGHSDUWLHGXSHXSOHʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞĲȠΥ?įȒȝȠȣjTXL
OH FDGDYUH GH /XFUqFH HVW GpYRLOp HW WRXV OHV DXWUHV OH UHVWH GX SHXSOH ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȜȠȚʌȠΥ?Ȣ j TXL%UXWXV
délivre son discours, est certainement due à un maladresse ou un raccourci de Zonaras. Le passage parallèle de 
Denys d'Halicarnasse (AR 4.76.3±4) permet de mieux comprendre comment Brutus procéda: "Ils (i.e. les 
conjurés) sortirent pour se rendre sur le forum. Ils étaient suivis de leurs serviteurs, portant sur un lit recouvert 
de draps noirs le cadavre non préparé pour les funérailles et trempé de sang de Lucrèce. Après avoir ordonné 
qu'elle fût placé devant la curie, en hauteur et visible de partout, ils convoquèrent le peuple en assemblée. Quand 
la foule se fut réunie, non seulement celle qui se trouvait à ce moment-là sur le forum mais encore celle de la 
cité tout entière²car les hérauts s'étaient répandus dans les petites rues pour appeler le peuple au forum²
Brutus monta là où il était d'usage que parlent publiquement ceux qui convoquaient les assemblées et, après 
avoir placé les patriciens près de lui, s'exprima en ces termes." Ainsi, alors que seulement une partie du 
peuple²celle alors présente sur le forum²a pu voir le cadavre du Lucrèce, c'est ensuite l'ensemble de 
l'assemblée curiate qui est convoquée par Brutus et à laquelle il s'adresse pour la convaincre de voter l'exil de 
Tarquin le Superbe et de sa famille (cf. D.H. AR 4. 71.5). Aussi avons-nous légèrement modifié le texte de 
Zonaras pour le rendre plus intelligible. Voir aussi Liv.1.59.3±11.  
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3. [Cass. Dio, livre 4] Zonaras 7.14.4±5 (2.128.2±6 D): M. Valerius Volusus au sénat puis 
au peuple.  
 
ΥὉ  įΥὲ șȑȜȦȞ ĲΥ? įȒȝΥ? ȤĮȡȓıĮıșĮȚ ʌȠȜȜΥ? įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘ ĲΥ? ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ?, ΥἀȜȜ¶ ȠΥὐț ΥἔıȤİ
ĲĮȪĲȘȞʌİȚșȒȞȚȠȞ. įȚΥὸ ıΥ?ȞΥὀȡȖΥ? ΥἐțʌȘįȒıĮȢĲȠΥ? ıȣȞİįȡȓȠȣįȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢĲİʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥὸȞįΥ?ȝȩȞĲȚȞĮțĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȢȕȠȣȜΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?ȞΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȞΥἀʌİȓʌĮĲȠ țĮΥὶ Υὁ įΥ?ȝȠȢΥἔĲȚȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ
İΥ?ȢıĲȐıȚȞΥἠȡȑșȚıĲȠ 
 
Ce dernier, qui voulait faire plaisir au peuple,45 débattit longuement avec les 
sénateurs, mais sans parvenir à les convaincre. C'est pourquoi il s'élança furieux 
hors de la curie et prononça devant le peuple un discours hostile au sénat, et se 
démit de son commandement.46 Aussi le peuple fut-il encore plus porté à faire 
sécession. 
 
4. [Cass. Dio, livre 9] Zonaras 8.4.11 (2.184. 18±22 D): débat au sénat sur la paix avec 
Pyrrhus avant l'intervention d'Appius Claudius Caecus.47 
 
ΥἘʌΥὶ ĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ ȠΥ? ʌȜİȓȠȣȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȕȠȣȜİȣĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἠȡȑıțȠȞĲȠ įȚΥ? ĲΥ? įΥ?ȡĮ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ĮΥ?ȤȝĮȜȫĲȠȣȢāȠΥὐ ȝȑȞĲȠȚțĮΥὶ ΥἀʌİțȡȓȞĮȞĲȠ ΥἀȜȜ¶ΥἐıțȩʌȠȣȞΥἔĲȚʌȜİȓȠȣȢΥἡȝȑȡĮȢ Υὅ ĲȚ
ȤȡΥ? ʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚțĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞΥἐȜȑȖİĲȠ, ΥἐʌİțȡȐĲİȚįΥὲ ΥὅȝȦȢıʌİȓıĮıșĮȚ 
 
A la suite de cela, la plupart des sénateurs étaient satisfaits, en raison des cadeaux 
et des prisonniers; cependant ils ne donnèrent pas leur réponse mais continuèrent 
pendant plusieurs jours à examiner ce qu'il fallait faire. On parla beaucoup; 
toutefois les partisans d'un traité avec Pyrrhus étaient près de l'emporter. 
 
5. [Cass. Dio, livre 11] Zonaras 8.8.7 (2.196.25±32 D): première48 ambassade à Messine du 
tribun militaire Gaius Claudius.49  
                                                          
45
 ou " à la plèbe" (cf. ci-dessous, p. 41 n.58).  
46
 Tite-Live (2.31.8±9) ne mentionne qu'un seul discours, qu'il rapporte au style direct, celui de Valerius au 
sénat, alors que Denys d'Halicarnasse rapporte brièvement, au style indirect, son discours au sénat (6.43.2) et 
longuement, au style direct, son discours au peuple (6.43.3±44). 
47




ȀΥἀȞ ĲȠȪĲΥ? īȐȚȠȢ ȀȜĮȪįȚȠȢ ȤȚȜȚĮȡȤΥ?Ȟ ȞĮȣıΥὶȞ ΥὀȜȓȖĮȚȢ Υ?ʌΥὸ ΥμʌʌȓȠȣ ȀȜĮȣįȓȠȣ
ʌȡȠʌİȝĳșİΥὶȢİΥ?ȢĲΥὸ ?ȒȖȚȠȞΥἀĳȓțİĲȠǜįȚĮʌȜİΥ?ıĮȚįΥὲ ȠΥὐțΥἐșȐȡȡȘıİʌȠȜΥ? ʌȜİΥ?ȠȞĲΥὸ 
ĲΥ?ȞȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞ ΥὁȡΥ?Ȟ ȞĮȣĲȚțȩȞǜ ΥἀțĮĲȓΥ? į¶ ΥἐȝȕΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȠıȑıȤİ ĲΥ? ȂİııȒȞΥ? țĮΥὶ 
įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὅıĮ Υὁ țĮȚȡΥὸȢ ΥἐįȓįȠȣ ΥμȞĲİȚʌȩȞĲȦȞ įΥὲ ĲΥ?ȞȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞ ĲȩĲİ
ȝΥὲȞȝȘįΥὲȞʌȡȐȟĮȢΥἀȞİțȠȝȓıșȘǜ 
 
Pendant ce temps-là, le tribun militaire Gaius Claudius, qui avait été envoyé en 
avant avec une flotte réduite par Appius Claudius, arriva à Rhégion. Cependant, il 
n'osa pas traverser le détroit, voyant que la flotte des Carthaginois était beaucoup 
plus nombreuse. Il monta dans une petite embarcation et débarqua à Messine, où il 
parlementa avec eux aussi longtemps que le permettait la situation. Comme les 
Carthaginois s'étaient opposés à ses arguments, il repartit sans avoir rien obtenu.  
 
6. [Cass. Dio, livre 11] Zonaras 8.9.3 (2.198.9±14 D): à Messine, débat entre le Carthaginois 
Hannon et les Mamertins lors d'une assemblée convoquée par le consul Appius Claudius.50  
 
ĭȠȕȘșİΥὶȢįΥὲ ȝΥ? ȠΥ? ȂĮȝİȡĲΥ?ȞȠȚΥὡȢΥἀįȚțȠΥ?ȞĲȠȢĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ȞİȦĲİȡȓıȦıȚȞΥἦȜșİȞİΥ?ȢĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȞǜ țĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἀȝĳȠΥ?Ȟ ȝȐĲȘȞ ȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞ ıȣȞȒȡʌĮıȑ ĲȚȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȞȑȕĮȜİȞ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸ įİıȝȦĲȒȡȚȠȞ ıȣȞİʌĮȚȞȠȪȞĲȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ȂĮȝİȡĲȓȞȦȞ 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
48
 Cette première ambassade à Messine ne doit pas être confondue avec la deuxième, conduite pas le même 
tribun peu après: ce dernier prononce à nouveau un discours dont le contenu est cette fois rapporté, en grande 
partie au style indirect, à la fois par Zonaras 8.8.8±9 (2.197.1±17 D) et par les Extraits constantiniens (F 43. 5±6 
= ES 113). 
49
 Cet officier²probablement un gentilis du consul Appius Claudius²n'est mentionné que par Dion/Zonaras 
PDLVLOQ¶\DSDVOLHXGHPHWWUHHQGRXWHVRQH[LVWHQFHQLODUpDOLWpGHVRQDFWLRQGDQVODPHVXUHROHVDXWUHV
VRXUFHVVRLWVHFRQWHQWHQWG¶XQUpFLWV\QWKpWLTXH3RO\EHVRLWQHQRXVVRQWSDUYHQXHVTX¶jO¶pWDWIUDJPHntaire 
'LRGRUH /H UpFLW G¶2URVH  IDLW G¶DLOOHXUV OXL DXVVL pWDW G¶XQ UHQIRUW GpSrFKp SDU OHV 5RPDLQV DX[
0DPHUWLQV D\DQW SUpFpGp O¶DUPpH GX FRQVXO $SSLXV &ODXGLXV /
DUULYpH GH FH GHUQLHU j 0HVVLQH HW VHV
pourparlers avec les Mamertins et les Carthaginois sont relatés un peu plus loin par Zonaras (8.9.2) et le F 43.10 
(= Exc. Sent. 117). Voir ci-dessous, pp. 44±45. 
50
 Pour le passage immédiatement précédent, voir ci-dessous, pp. 44±45. 
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Comme il [Hannon] craignait que les Mamertins ne se révoltent en pointant sa 
responsabilité, il se rendit à l'assemblée. Après que de nombreuses paroles eurent 
été prononcées des deux côtés sans résultat,51 un Romain se saisit d'Hannon et le 
jeta en prison avec l'approbation des Mamertins. 
 
7. [Cass. Dio, livre 14] Zonaras 8.23.8 (2. 240. 20±22 D): discours d'Hannibal et de P. 
Cornelius Scipio à leurs soldats avant la bataille du Tessin.52  
 
ΥἘįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ?țİȓȠȣȢ ıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢ ΥἐʌȚȡȡȦȞȞΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡĮșȒȖȦȞ İΥ?Ȣ
ʌȩȜİȝȠȞāĲȠΥ?ĲȠį¶ΥἑĲȑȡȦșİȞțĮΥὶ Υὁ ȈțȚʌȓȦȞΥἐʌȠȓȘıİȞ.  
 
Hannibal harangua ses soldats53, les encourageant et les excitant au combat. Dans 
l'autre camp Scipion fit [vel avait fait]54 la même chose. 
 
8. [Cass. Dio, livre 15] Zonaras 9.2.9 (2. 256. 28±32 D): Hannibal aux habitants de Capoue. 
 
                                                          
51
 Ce passage de Zonaras n'est pas totalement sans écho dans les Extraits constantiniens, puisque le F 43.10 (ES 
117) fait lui aussi état du refus d'Hannon de descendre de la citadelle pour se rendre à l'assemblée qui se tient au 
port, et rapporte l'une des phrases prononcées par Appius Claudius pour condamner cette attitude: "Claudius 
répéta avec insistance: "Si cet homme avait le moindre droit en sa faveur, il serait venu parler et il ne tiendrait 
pas la ville par la force" (ʌȠȜΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞȑțİȚĲȠ țĮĲĮĲȡȑȤȦȞ țĮΥὶ ȜȑȖȦȞ ΥὅĲȚ, İΥ? įȒ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ȕȡĮȤȪĲĮĲȠȞ įȚțĮȓȦȝĮ İΥἶȤİȞ, 
ʌȐȞĲȦȢ ΥἂȞ ΥἐȢ ȜȩȖȠȣȢ ȠΥ? ΥἀĳȓțİĲȠ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ ȕȓΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ țĮĲİΥ?ȤİȞ). En revanche, rien n'est conservé par les ES 
du débat long et vain qui, selon Zonaras, opposa ensuite Mamertins et Carthaginois (ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌ¶ΥἀȝĳȠΥ?Ȟ ȝȐĲȘȞ 
ȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞ) et aboutit à l'arrestation d'Hannon.  
52
 On a conservé grâce aux Extraits De sententiis 147±149 (F 57. 5 et 6a) des éléments de la įȘȝȘȖȠȡΥ?Į 
d'Hannibal à ses soldats évoquée ici par Zonaras. Mais ce dernier est le seul à mentionner une harangue 
symétrique de Scipion à ses soldats. 
53
 Il leur a auparavant offert un "spectacle" présenté comme un exemple à imiter, celui des prisonniers gaulois 
risquant leur vie lors de combats singuliers pour obtenir leur liberté en cas de victoire (Zonar. et F 57.4 = ES 
147; cf. Liv. 21.42), afin de les inciter à préférer eux aussi la mort à la servitude. 
54
 Notre hésitation sur la traduction de l'aoriste ΥἐʌȠΥ?ȘıİȞ est motivée par le parallèle livien: chez Tite-Live, c'est 
Scipion qui s'adresse le premier à ses soldats (21.40±41), l'intervention d'Hannibal (combat de prisonniers puis 
harangue) lui faisant suite (21.42±44). Il est donc possible que Dion ait suivi le même ordre mais que Zonaras 
ait escamoté le premier discours, celui de Scipion, n'en faisant mention que dans cette formule récapitulative et 
conclusive qui, d'ailleurs, rappelle celle de Tite-Live (21.45.1: "De part et d'autre ces harangues enflammèrent 
l'ardeur des soldats").  
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ȀĮΥὶ ΥὃȢ įȚΥ? ĲĮȤȑȦȞ ΥἀʌĮȞĮıĲΥ?Ȣ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ȃİĮʌȩȜİȦȢ ΥἦȜșİȞ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȀĮʌȪȘȞțĮΥὶ 
įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜĮ Ĳİ ʌȠȜȜΥ? İΥἶʌİȞ ΥἐʌĮȖȦȖΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȞ ıĳȓıȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ
ΥἸĲĮȜȓĮȢ įȫıİȚȞ Υ?ʌȑıȤİĲȠ ΥἵȞ¶ ΥἐȞ ΥἐȜʌȓıȚ ȖİȞȩȝİȞȠȚ ΥὡȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȞȒıȠȞĲİȢ
ʌȡȠșȣȝȩĲİȡȠȞΥἀȖȦȞȓıȦȞĲĮȚ 
 
S'étant retiré rapidement de Naples, il se rendit à Capoue où, s'entretenant avec 
eux,55 il leur tint bien des propos séduisants et leur promit notamment de leur 
donner commandement sur l'Italie, afin qu'ils combattent avec plus d'ardeur, 
croyant travailler à leur propre intérêt.56 
 
9. [Cass. Dio, livre 17] Zonaras 9.14.2 (2.289.27±290.3 D): discours d'Hannibal et de P. 
Cornelius Scipio à leurs soldats avant la bataille d'Utique. 
 
ȀĮΥὶ Υὁ ΥμȞȞȓȕĮȢ Υὡ Ȣ Υ?ıșİĲȠ ʌȡȠıȚȩȞĲĮ ĲΥὸȞ ȈțȚʌȓȦȞĮ ʌȡȠĮʌȒȞĲȘıİȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?ǜ țĮΥὶ 
ΥἀȞĲȚıĲȡĮĲȠʌİįİȣıȐȝİȞȠȚ ȠΥὐț İΥὐșΥ?Ȣ İΥ?Ȣ ȤİΥ?ȡĮȢ ΥἦȜșȠȞ ıȣȤȞΥ?Ȣ į¶ ΥἡȝȑȡĮȢ
įȚȑĲȡȚȥĮȞțĮΥὶ ΥἕțĮıĲȠȢĲΥ? ȠΥ?țİȓΥ? įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘıĲȡĮĲİȪȝĮĲȚ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢĲΥ?ȞȝȐȤȘȞĮΥὐĲΥὸ 
ʌĮȡİșȐȡȡȣȞİȞ 
 
Hannibal, quand il s'aperçut que Scipion approchait, alla à sa rencontre. Lorsqu'ils 
eurent installé leurs camps l'un en face de l'autre, ils n'engagèrent pas tout de suite 
le combat mais laissèrent passer quelques jours; et chacun d'eux s'adressa à son 
armée et lui prodigua des encouragements en vue de la bataille. 
 
10. [Cass. Dio, livre 18] Zonaras 9.17.2±3 (2. 299.10±300.2 D): débat entre Caton et le 
tribun Lucius Valerius à propos de la loi Oppia sur le luxe des femmes.57  
 
ΥὉ  įΥ?ȝȠȢİΥ? ȤȡΥ? țĮĲĮȜΥ?ıĮȚĲΥὸȞȞȩȝȠȞȕȠȣȜΥ?ȞΥἐʌȠȚİΥ?ĲȠțĮΥὶ ʌİȡΥὶ ĲȠȪĲȠȣΥὁ ȀȐĲȦȞ
ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİ įİΥ?ȞțĮĲĮıțİȣȐȗȦȞ ĲΥὸȞȞȩȝȠȞțȡĮĲİΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ĲȑȜȠȢ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἐʌȒȖĮȖİ
µțȠıȝİȓıșȦıĮȞ ȠΥ?Ȟ ĮΥ? ȖȣȞĮΥ?țİȢ ȝΥ? ȤȡȣıΥ? ȝȘįΥὲ ȜȓșȠȚȢ Υἤ ĲȚıȚȞ ΥἀȞșȘȡȠΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ 
                                                          
55
 Le contexte ne permet pas de savoir si Hannibal s'adresse au sénat de Capoue (comme chez Tite-Live 
23.10.1±2) ou, plus largement, à une assemblée populaire.  
56
 Cf. Liv. 23.10.1±2.  
57
 Cf. Liv. 34.2±7.  
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ΥἀȝȠȡȖȓȞȠȚȢ ΥἐıșȒȝĮıȚȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ıȦĳȡȠıȪȞΥ? ĳȚȜĮȞįȡȓΥ? ĳȚȜȠĲİțȞȓΥ?, 
ʌİȚșȠΥ?, ȝİĲȡȚȩĲȘĲȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȞȩȝȠȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ țİȚȝȑȞȠȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὅʌȜȠȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἡȝİĲȑȡȠȚȢ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ
ȞȓțĮȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȡȠʌĮȓȠȚȢ¶ ȁȠȪțȚȠȢ įΥὲ ȅΥὐĮȜȑȡȚȠȢ įȒȝĮȡȤȠȢ ΥἀȞĲȚȜȑȖȦȞ ĲΥ? ȀȐĲȦȞȚ
įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘ, ΥἀʌȠįȠșΥ?ȞĮȚ ıȣȝȕȠȣȜİȪȦȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ȖȣȞĮȚȟΥὶ ĲΥὸȞ țȩıȝȠȞ ĲΥὸȞ ʌȐĲȡȚȠȞțĮΥὶ 
ʌȠȜȜΥ? ʌİȡΥὶ ĲȠȪĲȠȣ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὸȞ įΥ?ȝȠȞ İΥ?ʌȫȞǜ İΥἶĲĮ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὸȞ ȀȐĲȦȞĮ ĲΥὸȞ ȜȩȖȠȞ
ΥἀʌȑĲİȚȞİ țĮΥὶ ΥἔĳȘ µıΥ? į¶ Υὦ ȀȐĲȦȞİΥ? ΥἄȤșΥ? ĲΥ? țȩıȝΥ? ĲΥ?ȞȖȣȞĮȚțΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ȕȠȪȜİȚ
ĳȚȜȩıȠĳȩȞ ĲȚ ʌȠȚΥ?ıĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȝİȖĮȜȠʌȡİʌȑȢ ΥἀʌȩțİȚȡȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȣ ʌİȡȚĲȡȩȤĮȜĮ țĮΥὶ 
ȤȚĲȦȞȓıțȠȣȢțĮΥὶ ΥἐȟȦȝȓįĮȢ ΥἔȞįȣıȠȞǜțĮΥὶ Υὁ ȝΥὲȞȅΥὐĮȜȑȡȚȠȢĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἐʌȚıțȫʌĲȦȞ




Le peuple tenait une assemblée pour savoir s'il fallait abolir cette loi58. A ce sujet, 
Caton prononça devant lui un discours visant à démontrer qu'il fallait rendre force 
à la loi, et il le termina par ces mots: "Faites donc en sorte que vos femmes aient 
pour parures non pas de l'or, des pierres précieuses, des vêtements brillants ou 
transparents, mais la modestie, l'amour conjugal, l'amour maternel, la persuasion, 
la modération, les lois établies, nos armes, nos victoires, nos trophées !" Le tribun 
Lucius Valerius prit la parole contre Caton, en conseillant de rendre aux femmes 
leurs ornements ancestraux, et il développa longuement ce point à destination du 
peuple; ensuite, il poursuivit en s'adressant à Caton et lui dit : "Toi, Caton, si tu es 
choqué par les parures de nos femmes et si tu veux accomplir quelque chose de 
grandiose et digne d'un philosophe, eh bien, coupe-leur les cheveux à ras tout 
autour de la tête, et habille-les de tuniques courtes et des tuniques à une manche, 
etc. (...)". Valerius dit cela pour plaisanter mais les femmes, qui l'avaient entendu 
(beaucoup passaient leur temps à proximité du forum curieuses de savoir comme 
l'affaire tournerait), se précipitèrent vers l'assemblée en protestant contre la loi. 
 
                                                          
58
 'DQVFHSDVVDJH ΥὁįΥ?ȝȠȢGpVLJQHQpFHVVDLUHPHQW ODSOqEH SDURSSRVLWLRQDXSDWULFLDWHW O
H[SUHVVLRQ Υὁ
įΥ?ȝȠȢȕȠȣȜΥ?ȞΥἐʌȠȚİΥ�ἡȠXQconcilium plebis, étant donné le contexte (le projet d'abolir la loi est porté par les 
tribuns de la plèbe qui veulent obtenir un plébiscite). Nous avons néanmoins conservé la traduction par "peuple" 
car Dion recourt rarement à ĲΥὸ ʌȜΥ?șȠȢ/Υὁ ΥὅȝȚȜȠȢ (équivalents traditionnels de plebs, cf. Freyburger-Galland1997, 
84±87), HWWHQGjXWLOLVHUΥὁįΥ?ȝȠȢpopulus) pour toutes les assemblées, qu'on y débatte seulement (contiones) ou 
qu'on y vote (comitia, concilia plebis). Voir Coudry 2016, spéc. p. 494±495.  
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ΥἑȐȜȦāĲȓȠΥ?ȞțİȜİȪİĲİ¶ ΥμȞĮȖȞȦıșȑȞĲȦȞȠΥ?ȞĲȠȪĲȦȞȕȠȣȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἔșİȞĲȠʌİȡΥὶ ĲȠΥ? Ĳȓ
įȑȠȞ ʌȠȚİΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ Υὁ ȝΥὲȞ ȀȐĲȦȞ țĮĲĮıțȐȥĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜȚȞ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȠȣȢ
ΥἐȟĮĳĮȞȓıĮȚ įİΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȖȞȦȝȐĲİȣıİȞ Υὁ įΥὲ ȃĮıȚțΥ?Ȣ ĳİȓıĮıșĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞ țĮΥὶ 
ΥἔĲȚıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣİțΥἀȞĲİΥ?șİȞİΥ?ȢΥἀȞĲȚȜȠȖȓĮȞʌȠȜȜΥ?ȞʌȡȠȒȤșȘțĮΥὶ ΥἀȝĳȚıȕȒĲȘıȚȞĲΥὸ 
ıȣȞȑįȡȚȠȞ, ΥἕȦȢ ΥἔĳȘ ĲȚȢ ΥὅĲȚ İΥ? țĮΥὶ įȚ¶ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ΥἕĲİȡȠȞ ΥἀȜȜȐ Ȗİ ΥἑĮȣĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἕȞİțĮ
ĳİȓıĮıșĮȚĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮΥ?ȠȞȞȠȝȓȗȠȚĲȠ ΥἄȞ ΥἘțĲȠȪĲȦȞȠΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȞȜȩȖȦȞ ʌȐȞĲİȢ 
țĮĲĮıțȐȥĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȀĮȡȤȘįȩȞĮ ΥὡȝȠȖȞȦȝȩȞȘıĮȞ ȝȒʌȠĲİ İΥ?ȡȘȞȒıİȚȞ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ
ʌȚıĲİȪıĮȞĲİȢΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ 
 
Après avoir pris Carthage, Scipion écrivit au sénat en ces termes: "Carthage est 
prise. Quels sont maintenant vos ordres?" Après lecture de ce message, les 
sénateurs tinrent conseil pour savoir ce qu'il fallait faire. Caton était d'avis qu'on 
devait raser la ville et faire disparaître les Carthaginois, tandis que Nasica 
conseillait encore de les épargner. Alors le conseil se laissa entraîner dans un 
grand débat contradictoire, jusqu'à ce que quelqu'un déclare qu'il était nécessaire 
d'épargner les Carthaginois ne serait-ce que dans l'intérêt des Romains (...).59 Ces 
discussions aboutirent à la décision unanime de raser Carthage car les Romains 
avaient la certitude que la paix entre eux et les Carthaginois était désormais 
impossible.  
 
Ces deux derniers exemples (n° 10 et 11) sont un peu différents des précédents car il s'agit de 
morceaux rhétoriques longs, complexes, de structure antilogique, séquencés en plusieurs 
moments. Ainsi, la réponse de Valerius au discours de Caton se déploie en deux temps (une 
tirade destinée au peuple puis une adresse à Caton) ; le débat sur Carthage en comporte trois 
(le discours de Caton, celui de Scipion Nasica, une discussion générale). Il est évident que 
Zonaras a beaucoup élagué. Dans le n°10, en effet, le discours de Caton est réduit à son idée 
générale ("il faut rendre force à la loi") et à sa phrase de conclusion; de celui de Valerius n'est 
conservée que la seconde partie destinée à Caton, avec sa provocation finale; de la première, 
                                                          
59
 C'est nous qui coupons: Zonaras rapporte les arguments développés par cet orateur anonyme.  
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adressée au peuple, nous n'avons que le thème ("il faut rendre aux femmes leurs ornements 
ancestraux"), assorti d'une indication sur sa durée ("il développa longuement ce point à 
destination du peuple"). Dans le n°11, les thèses respectives de Caton et de Nasica sont 
résumées en quelques mots et, du "long débat contradictoire" qui fit suite, seule la dernière 
intervention, due à un orateur que Zonaras ne nomme pas, est reprise. Cependant, ces 
coupures n'ont pas été faites à l'aveuglette: si une grande partie des arguments avancés par les 
orateurs ont disparu, en revanche, le déroulement et le sens général de ce débat, sa structure 
et sa logique interne, ont été préservés.  
 Dans tous les passages rassemblés ci-dessus (n°1 à 11), les tournures indéfinies et 
JpQpUDOLVDQWHV GX W\SH țĮΥὶ ΥἐȜȑȤșȘ ȝΥὲȞ ʌȠȜȜȐ  țĮΥὶ įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἀȝĳȠΥ?Ȟ
ȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞțĮΥὶ ΥἄȜȜĮĲİİΥἶʌİȞΥἐʌĮȖȦȖΥ?/ servent à marquer en creux la présence de morceaux 
rhétoriques (harangues, débats au sénat) dont Zonaras ne juge pas utile de rapporter le 
détail²ni même la teneur générale±± mais dont il signale l'existence à cause du rôle qu'ils 
ont joué dans le déroulement des événements, par leur influence sur la décision politique ou 
sur la motivation des troupes. A chaque fois, en effet, Zonaras souligne le lien de cause à 
effet (souvent immédiat) qui relie la prise de parole individuelle ou collective à l'action 
publique, comme on le voit notamment dans les exemples 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 et 11:60 
 
1. ıȣȞĮȖĮȖΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸȞ įΥ?ȝȠȞ ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİā țĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἐʌĮȖȦȖΥ? įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȠΥ?ĲȦ
įȚȑșİĲȠΥὡȢĮΥὐĲȓțĮʌΥ?ıĮȞĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȞΥἐʌȚȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ 
2. țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȜȠȚʌȠΥ?Ȣ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢ ĲΥὸ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȣȡȐȞȞȠȣȢ ȝΥ?ıȠȢ ΥἐțĳΥ?ȞĮȚ
ʌİʌȠȓȘțİāțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ? įȒȝΥ? ıȣȞȑʌİȚıİțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ 
3. ʌȠȜȜΥ? įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘĲΥ? ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ?, ΥἀȜȜ¶ȠΥὐțΥἔıȤİĲĮȪĲȘȞʌİȚșȒȞȚȠȞ 
5. įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὅıĮ Υὁ țĮȚȡΥὸȢ ΥἐįȓįȠȣΥμȞĲİȚʌȩȞĲȦȞįΥὲ ĲΥ?ȞȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞĲȩĲİȝΥὲȞ
ȝȘįΥὲȞʌȡȐȟĮȢΥἀȞİțȠȝȓıșȘǜ 
6. țĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ?ȞΥ?ʌ¶ΥἀȝĳȠΥ?ȞȝȐĲȘȞȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞ 
11. țΥἀȞĲİΥ?șİȞİΥ?ȢΥἀȞĲȚȜȠȖȓĮȞʌȠȜȜΥ?ȞʌȡȠȒȤșȘțĮΥὶ ΥἀȝĳȚıȕȒĲȘıȚȞĲΥὸ ıȣȞȑįȡȚȠȞΥἘț
ĲȠȪĲȦȞȠΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȞȜȩȖȦȞʌȐȞĲİȢțĮĲĮıțȐȥĮȚĲΥ?ȞȀĮȡȤȘįȩȞĮΥὡȝȠȖȞȦȝȩȞȘıĮȞ 
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 Dans le cas du n°10 il semble que ce soit la deuxième partie du discours de Valérius, adressée à Caton (et 
rapportée au moins partiellement au style direct par Zonaras) qui déclenche la réaction des femmes, et non pas la 
première partie destinée au peuple et escamotée par l'abréviateur.  
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A ce stade, cependant, une question se pose: comment peut-on être sûr que c'est Zonaras lui-
même qui a supprimé le contenu de ces discours, ne laissant que des coquilles vides? Ne 
peut-on imputer ce procédé à Dion lui-même? Autrement dit, ces discours "fantômes" ont-ils 
jamais été rédigés par Dion?  
 Un premier élément de réponse est fourni par deux passages de Zonaras présentant le 
même type d'abrègement mais pour lesquels nous disposons également du témoignage plus 
complet des Extraits Constantiniens: il est évident, dans ces cas précis, que la disparition des 
discours ne peut être que l'oeuvre de Zonaras.  
 Le premier exemple concerne l'affaire dite des Mamertins, à l'origine de la première 
guerre punique, dont il a déjà été question plus haut (n°5 et 6). Le consul Appius Claudius 
Caudex est envoyé par le sénat avec une flotte pour porter secours aux Mamertins, retranchés 
dans leur base de Messine, qui sont attaqués à la fois par les Carthaginois et par Hiéron de 
Syracuse. Au moment où Claudius débarque dans le port avec ses troupes, la situation est 
critique pour les Mamertins car le général carthaginois Hannon occupe la citadelle avec une 
garnison. Ce dernier finit par descendre au port pour parlementer avec les Mamertins et les 
Romains (voir supra n°6), mais dans un premier temps Claudius, sitôt débarqué, s'adresse 
aux seuls Mamertins. Cette première assemblée est évoquée non seulement par Zonaras mais 
aussi par les Extraits constantiniens, ce qui permet la comparaison:  
 
ΥyĲȚ Υὁ ȀȜĮȪįȚȠȢ țĮĲĮȜĮȕΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȂĮȝİȡĲȓȞȠȣȢ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȜȚȝȑȞȚ ıȣȞİıĲȡĮȝȝȑȞȠȣȢ
ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȞĲİĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥἐʌȠȓȘıİțĮΥὶ İΥ?ʌΥ?ȞΥὅĲȚµȠΥὐįΥὲȞįȑȠȝĮȚĲΥ?ȞΥὅʌȜȦȞΥἀȜȜ¶ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥ?ȝΥ?Ȟ
įȚĮȖȞΥ?ȞĮȚʌȐȞĲĮΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌȦ¶ ΥἔʌİȚıȑıĳĮȢȝİĲĮʌȑȝȥĮıșĮȚĲΥὸȞΥἌȞȞȦȞĮ  
 
Cass. Dio F 43.10 (= Exc. Sent. 117) [livre 11] : Claudius, qui avait trouvé les 
Mamertins en armes dans le port, les réunit en assemblée et ayant déclaré: MH Q¶DL
nullement besoin des armes mais je vous confie le soin de décider de tout", il les 
persuada d'aller chercher Hannon. 
 
[ΥὉ  ȀȜĮȪįȚȠȢ@ İΥ?ȡΥ?Ȟ ȠΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȜȚȝȑȞȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȂĮȝİȡĲȓȞȠȣȢ² Υὁ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἌȞȞȦȞ
ʌȡȠȨʌȠʌĲİȪıĮȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ΥἀțȡȠʌȩȜİȚ țĮșΥ?ıĲȠ ĳȣȜȐĲĲȦȞ ĮΥὐĲȒȞ²ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȞ




Zonar. 8.9.2 (2. 198.5±9 D): Claudius, qui avait trouvé les Mamertins dans le port²
Hannon, qui se méfiait d'eux, s'était établi dans la citadelle et la gardait²les réunit en 
assemblée, et ayant discuté avec eux, les persuada d'aller chercher Hannon. 
 
On voit ici que les mots prononcés par Ap. Claudius ont été supprimés par Zonaras et 
UHPSODFpV SDU XQ VLPSOH įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ (Q UHYDQFKH OD UHODWLRQ GH FDXVH GLVFRXUV j
effet (ΥἔʌİȚıİ ȝİĲĮʌȑȝȥĮıșĮȚ ĲΥὸȞ ΥἌȞȞȦȞĮ FODLUHPHQW PDUTXpH GDQV OD V\QWD[H GX WHxte-
source, est conservée.  
 Le deuxième exemple a pour contexte la bataille d'Héraclée (280 a.C.), où le consul 
Publius Valerius Laevinus affronta les troupes de Pyrrhus et de ses alliés et essuya une 
défaite mémorable [Cass. Dio, livre 9?]. Zonaras donne un récit continu de l'épisode, où il est 
notamment question d'une harangue prononcée par Laevinus pour galvaniser ses troupes qui 
redoutent l'affrontement: 
 
ǹΥ?ĲĮįΥὲ țĮΥὶ Υὁ ȁĮȠΥ?ȚȞȠȢȜȠȖȚȗȩȝİȞȠȢΥἔıʌİȣįİ ıȣȝȝȓȟĮȚǜĲΥ?ȞįΥὲ ıĲȡĮĲȚȦĲΥ?ȞʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ? ȆȪȡȡȠȣ ĳȒȝȘȞ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȜȑĳĮȞĲĮȢ ΥἐțʌİʌȜȘȖȝȑȞȦȞ ıȣȖțĮȜȑıĮȢ
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜȜΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢșȐȡıȠȢʌĮȡĮțĮȜȠΥ?ȞĲĮΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİțĮΥὶ ʌĮȡİıțİȣȐȗİĲȠțĮΥὶ 
ΥἄțȠȞĲȚĲΥ? ȆȪȡȡΥ? ıȣȝȝȓȟĮȚΥὁ įΥὲ ȖȞȫȝȘȞȝΥὲȞȠΥὐțİΥἶȤİȝȐȤİıșĮȚΥὅʌȦȢįΥὲ ȝΥ? įȩȟΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȣȢĳȠȕİΥ?ıșĮȚțĮΥὶ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?ȢȠΥ?țİȓȠȚȢįȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ΥἐʌȫĲȡȣȞİȞİΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸȞ
ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ 
 
Zonar. 8.3.6 (2. 179.16±24 D): Laevinus, qui réfléchissait à cela, avait hâte d'en 
découdre. Comme ses soldats étaient terrifiés par la réputation de Pyrrhus et à 
cause des éléphants, il les réunit et les harangua, les exhortant longuement à avoir 
confiance; et il les préparait à combattre Pyrrhus, bien que ce dernier s'y refusât. 
Ce dernier n'avait pas l'intention de se battre mais craignant de paraître avoir peur 
des Romains, il s'entretint lui aussi avec ses soldats et les poussa à la guerre.  
 
Les arguments développés par le consul pour donner confiance à ses soldats ne sont pas 
rapportés par Zonaras mais nous avons de bonnes raisons de penser qu'ils figuraient dans le 
texte-source puisque les Extraits constantiniens De sententiis ont conservé des 
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développements gnomiques qu'on attribue généralement à ce discours:61 les défauts et les 
faiblesses propres aux tyrans;62 les limites du pouvoir du général, qui ne peut rien faire sans 






le Byzantin mais sa fonction performative mise en évidence.64  
 Il faut néanmoins se garder d'extrapoler à partir de ces deux seuls exemples: nous ne 
prétendons pas que tous les passages cités plus haut relèvent du même procédé d'abrègement 
et que cet abrègement est dans tous les cas imputable à Zonaras. En effet, on rencontre chez 
Dion également, dans les livres conservés dans la tradition directe ou dans les Extraits 
Constantiniens, quelques exemples de discours "fantômes", c'est-à-dire mentionnés mais non 
rapportés, même a minima:  
 
Cass. Dio 46.56.2: Après avoir convoqué les soldats (...), ils leur firent un discours 
en ne prononçant que les paroles qu'il était convenable et sûr pour eux de dire 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ıĲȡĮĲȚΥ?ĲĮȢ  ıȣȖțĮȜȑıĮȞĲİȢ ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıĮȞ ΥὅıĮ țĮΥὶ İΥὐʌȡİʌΥὲȢ țĮΥὶ 
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 Nous ne prenons en compte ici que les Extraits de Sententiis 91 et 92 (F 40.15±16) et non l'ensemble 
constitué par F 40.14±16 car l'assignation à cet épisode du fragment F.14 (= pseudo-Maxime le Confesseur, c.6 
ȆİȡΥὶ ĳΥ?ȜȦȞ țĮΥὶ ĳȚȜĮįİȜĳΥ?ĮȢ, F -/86 édition Ihm, p. 135) repose uniquement sur le fait qu'il est situé dans le 
Florilège juste avant les deux ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ (F -/87 et -/88, p. 135±136) qui recoupent ES 91 (F 40. 15). Quant aux ES 
91 et 92, leur place dans le De sententiis prouve qu'ils concernent un épisode situé entre l'arrivée de Pyrrhus en 
Italie (ES 90) et la bataille d'Ausculum (ES 93), mais le discours de Laevinus n'est pas, en théorie, la seule 
hypothèse possible: ES 91 et 92 pourraient procéder d'un commentaire "gnomique" de Dion lui-même, comme 
nous l'a suggéré John Rich, que nous remercions d'avoir attiré notre attention sur les différentes difficultés 
posées par ce passage.  
62
 F 40.15 (ES 91): Υy ĲȚ Υἥ Ĳİ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ țĮΥὶ Υἡ ΥἀʌȚıĲȓĮ ΥἀİΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȣȡȐȞȞȠȚȢ ıȪȞİıĲȚȞ, Υἐȟ ΥὧȞ ΥἀȞȐȖțȘ ȝȘįȑȞĮ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ? ĳȓȜȠȞ ΥἔȤİȚȞ·  ΥἀʌȚıĲȠȪȝİȞȠȢ ȖΥ?ȡ țĮΥὶ ĳșȠȞȠȪȝİȞȩȢ ĲȚȢ ȠΥὐįȑȞĮ ΥἂȞ țĮșĮȡΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȖĮʌȒıİȚİ. ʌȡΥὸȢ į¶ ΥἔĲȚ țĮΥὶ Υἡ 
ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȡȩʌȦȞ ΥὁȝȠȚȩĲȘȢ Υἥ Ĳİ ĲȠΥ? ȕȓȠȣ Υ?ıȩĲȘȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲȐ ĲȚıȚ țĮΥὶ ıĳĮȜİȡΥ? țĮΥὶ ıȦĲȒȡȚĮ İΥἶȞĮȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȜȘșİΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ 
ȕİȕĮȓȠȣȢ ĳȓȜȠȣȢ ȝȩȞĮ ʌȠȚİΥ?. ΥὅʌȠȣ į¶ΥἂȞ ĲȠȪĲȦȞ ĲȚ ΥἐȞįİȒıΥ?, ʌȡȠıʌȠȚȘĲΥὸȞ ȝȑȞ ĲȚ ıȤΥ?ȝĮ ΥἑĲĮȚȡİȓĮȢ ΥὁȡΥ?ĲĮȚ, ΥἕȡȝĮ į¶
ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȤȑȖȖȣȠȞ İΥ?ȡȓıțİĲĮȚ. 
63
 F 40.16 (ES 92): ΥyĲȚ  ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȓĮ ΥἂȞ ȝΥὲȞ țĮΥὶ įȣȞȐȝİȚȢ ΥἀȟȚȩȤȡİȦȢ ȜȐȕΥ?, ʌȜİΥ�ἠĲȠȞ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ıȦĲȘȡȓĮȞ ıĳΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ 
ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἐʌȚțȡȐĲȘıȚȞ ĳȑȡİȚ, ĮΥὐĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮș¶ΥἑĮȣĲΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐįİȞΥὸȢ ΥἐȞ ȝȑȡİȚ <ΥἐıĲȓȞ>· ȠΥὐįΥὲ ȖΥ?ȡ ȠΥὐį¶ΥἄȜȜȘ ĲȚȢ ĲȑȤȞȘ ȤȦȡΥὶȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ 
ıȣȝʌȡĮȟȩȞĲȦȞ țĮΥὶ ıȣȞįȚȠȚțȘıȩȞĲȦȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? Υ?ıȤȪİȚ. 
64
 Voir aussi Zonar. 9.22.11±23.4 (Υ?ʌİȡȘĳȐȞȦȢ ȖΥ?ȡ ȠΥ?ĲȠȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȚȢ įȚĮȜİȤșȑȞĲİȢ ĲȣȤİΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἐțȫȜȣıĮȞ 





Cass. Dio 46.29.2: Après que de nombreux orateurs eurent parlé dans l'un et 
l'autre sens le lendemain et le surlendemain, les partisans de César l'emportèrent 
ĲΥ? į¶ ȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ıĲİȡĮȓΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ĲȡȓĲΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ Υἐĳ¶ ΥἑțȐĲİȡĮ ȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞ
ΥἐțȡȐĲȘıĮȞȠΥ? ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢʌȡȐĲĲȠȞĲİȢ 
 
Cass. Dio 44.22.2: Lépide, qui avait appris ce qui s'était passé, prit possession du 
forum avec ses soldats et, le matin, fit au peuple une harangue contre les 
meurtriers (Υὁ ȁΥέʌȚįȠȢȝĮșΥ?ȞĲΥ? ȖİȖİȞȘȝΥέȞĮĲΥ?ȞĲİΥἀȖȠȡΥ?ȞȝİĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞıĲȡĮĲȚȦĲΥ?Ȟ
ĲΥ?ȢȞȣțĲΥὸȢțĮĲΥέȜĮȕİțĮΥὶ țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞıĳĮȖΥέȦȞΥἅȝĮΥἕΥ? ἐįȘȝȘȖΥ舂ἌİȚ 
 
Cass. Dio 50.3.2: Lorsque les consuls eurent agi de la sorte, qu'en outre César eut 
réuni le sénat en leur absence, qu'il eut lu et dit tout ce qui lui plaisait, quand 
Antoine à cette nouvelle eut réuni lui aussi une sorte de sénat avec ceux qui 
étaient là, et après avoir longuement pesé le pour et le contre, pris l'initiative des 
hostilités et répudié Octavie, Titius et Plancus (...) désertèrent (ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ȖΥ?ȡĲĮΥ?ĲΥά Ĳİ
ȠΥ?ĲȦȢΥ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?ȞΥ?ʌΥάĲȦȞΥἐʌΥέʌȡĮțĲȠțĮΥὶ ʌȡȠıΥέĲȚțĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥἀʌȠȣıΥ?Υ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞΥὁ ȀĮΥ?ıĮȡ
ĲΥ?Ȟ Ĳİ ȖİȡȠȣıΥ?ĮȞ ıȣȞΥ?ȖĮȖİ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞΥέȖȞȦ țĮΥὶ İΥἶʌİȞ ΥὅıĮ ΥἠșΥέȜȘıİ țĮΥὶ ĮΥὐĲΥ? Υὁ 
Υμ ȞĲΥ?ȞȚȠȢ ΥἀțȠΥ?ıĮȢ ȕȠȣȜΥ?Ȟ ĲΥέ ĲȚȞĮ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȡΥ舂νĲȦȞ ΥἤșȡȠȚıİ țĮΥὶ ȜİȤșΥέȞĲȦȞ ΥἐĳΥ? 
ΥἑțΥάĲİȡĮ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ Ĳİ ʌΥ舂λİȝȠȞ ΥἀȞİΥ?ȜİĲȠ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥὈțĲĮȠȣΥ?ĮȢ ıȣȞȠΥ?țȘıȚȞ
ΥἀʌİΥ?ʌİʌȡȠıțȡȠΥ?ıĮȞĲΥέȢĲȚĮΥὐĲΥ? ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȚȘΥὐĲȠȝΥ?ȜȘıĮȞ). 
 
Il semble en tout cas que Zonaras ait utilisé la même méthode d'abrègement dans d'autres 
sections de son Epitomè que celle dédiée à l'histoire de Rome proprement dite. Pour rédiger 
son histoire du peuple juif (livres 1 à 6), il s'est, entre autres sources, appuyé sur Flavius 
Josèphe et son Bellum Judaicum: la comparaison entre le texte original, bien conservé dans la 
tradition directe, et le résumé de Zonaras montre que ce dernier a fait subir aux discours le 
même traitement que celui observé pour Dion. Par exemple, au livre 6 de la BJ, les §95±128 
sont consacrés à une longue séquence oratoire où Titus lui-même ou par le truchement de 
Flavius Josèphe qui lui sert d'interprète s'adresse à Jean de Gishala et aux assiégés retranchés 
dans la forteresse de l'Antonia, à Jérusalem, pour les supplier de se rendre aux Romains. 
Zonaras ne rapporte aucun de ces discours, mais en mentionne l'existence et, comme Flavius 
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Josèphe,65 en souligne l'inefficacité:  
 
ΥἸȠȣįĮΥ?ȠȚ ȝΥὲȞ ȠΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȣȢ Υ?ıȐȝİȞȠȚ țĮĲĮțȜİȓȠȣıȚȞ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥμȞĲȦȞȓĮȞ Υὁ  
ȉȓĲȠȢįΥὲ ʌȠȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ΥἸȦıȒʌȠȣʌĮȡĮțĮȜȑıĮȢĲȠΥ?ȢıĲĮıȚĮıĲΥ?ȢțĮΥὶ įȚ¶ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?, 
ΥὡȢΥἀȝİȚȜȓțĲȠȣȢΥἑȫȡĮʌȐȜȚȞΥἐȤȫȡİȚțĮΥὶ ΥἄțȦȞʌȡΥὸȢʌȩȜİȝȠȞ 
 
Zonaras 2. 63.14±18 D: Les Juifs, pourchassés par les Romains, s'enferment dans 
l'Antonia. Titus, après avoir longuement exhorté les factieux, soit par 
l'intermédiaire de Josèphe, soit en s'adressant lui-même à eux, comme il voyait 
qu'ils étaient inflexibles, revint, contre sa volonté, aux actes de guerre. 
 
De même, le long discours adressé par Titus à ses troupes pour les galvaniser avant un assaut, 
(BJ 6. 33±53)66 est résumé en une ligne, qui signale à la fois la harangue et son effet sur les 





Il vaudrait sans doute la peine de mener l'enquête à l'échelle de l'oeuvre de Zonaras tout 
entière. Elle confirmerait probablement que a) le Byzantin a conservé, en totalité ou en partie, 
un certain nombre de discours ou de débats présents dans ses sources, sans doute parce qu'il 
jugeait leur contenu "utile" pour l'intelligibilité de son récit ou pour l'instruction ±± morale, 
politique ±± de ses lecteurs;68 b) qu'il a réduit les autres à l'état de "coquilles vides" ±± sans 
doute parce qu'ils ne répondaient pas à ces critères±±, mais sans les supprimer tout à fait car 
                                                          
65
 Cf. BJ 6. 129±131: ȉĮΥ?ĲĮ ĲȠΥ? ΥἸȦıȒʌȠȣ įȚĮȖȖȑȜȜȠȞĲȠȢ Υἐț ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ, ȠΥ? ȜΥ?ıĲĮΥὶ țĮΥὶ Υὁ ĲȪȡĮȞȞȠȢ ȠΥὐț Υἀʌ¶
İΥὐȞȠȓĮȢ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮĲΥ? įİȚȜȓĮȞ ȖȓȞİıșĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌĮȡĮțȜȒıİȚȢ įȠțȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ Υ?ʌİȡȘĳȐȞȠȣȞ. ȉȓĲȠȢ įΥὲ ΥὡȢ ȠΥὔĲİ ȠΥἶțĲȠȞ ΥἑĮȣĲΥ?Ȟ 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȞįȡĮȢ ȠΥὔĲİ ĳİȚįΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȞĮȠΥ? ʌȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȠȣȢ ΥἑȫȡĮ, ʌȐȜȚȞ ʌȡΥὸȢ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ ΥἄțȦȞ ΥἐȤȫȡİȚ. 
66
 "Titus, pensant que O¶HVSpUDQFH HW OHV GLVFRXUV H[FLWHQW OH PLHX[ O
DUGHXU GHV FRPEDWWDQWV, que les 
exhortations et les promesses font souvent oublier les dangers, parfois même fmépriser la mort, réunit les soldats 
les plus vaillants et fit ainsi l'épreuve de leur courage  ³&DPDUDGHV´, dit-il, ³exhorter à une action qui ne 
comporte pas de danger immédiat, est chose sans gloire´....etc.  
67
 Zonaras 2. 62.5±6.  
68
 Cette notion d'utilité, topique chez les historiens antiques, est très présente dans la préface de Zonaras (voir 
supra note 8).  
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ils constituaient, eux aussi, à ses yeux, des maillons indispensables de la chaîne des causes et 
des effets reconstituée par l'historien-source. On doit donc reconnaître à Zonaras le mérite 
d'avoir conservé cette trame discursive, au moins partiellement, c'est-à-dire pour les 
séquences des livres 1 à 21 de l' HR qu'il a choisi de résumer. Cela tient du miracle quand on 
songe que, contrairement à Xiphilin, il ne s'était pas donné pour objectif de rester fidèle à sa 
source dionienne mais de faire lui-même oeuvre d'historien! 
 Il est regrettable, cependant, que Zonaras n'ait pas été sensible à ±±ou conscient de±± 
l'usage varié et subtil que Dion fait des discours et qui dépasse largement l'articulation 
logique récit/discours dont il a été question tout au long de cet exposé. L'élucidation des 
actions par les discours prend chez l'historien sévérien, comme chez nombre de ses 
prédécesseurs, à commencer par Thucydide, d'autres formes que celle-là:69 les ΥἃĲȠȡİΥ?ĮȚ 
servent à caractériser les personnages historiques, directement (ce qu'ils disent) ou 
indirectement (ce qu'on dit d'eux),70 et donc à expliquer leur comportement et leurs décisions; 
les analyses abstraites et les ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ contenues dans les discours fournissent les clés 
d'interprétation des événements, comme cela a été montré excellemment dans un ouvrage 
récent pour les livres tardo-républicains de l'HR.71 En supprimant des discours entiers ou des 
pans entiers de discours, Zonaras a donc éliminé également cette dimension explicative et 
interprétative.72  
 Mais ce n'est pas tout. Chez Dion, les discours ne sont pas seulement des outils 
narratifs dont l'usage par les historiens a été discuté et codifié depuis des siècles par la 
tradition historico-rhétorique: leur présence au sein de l'Histoire romaine est censée refléter 
une réalité et documenter une pratique, celle de l'éloquence publique, qui était effectivement 
un rouage essentiel de la démokratia romaine. Or, comme l'a bien montré A. Kemezis, Dion 
nous fait assister, dans les livres médio et tardo-républicains, à la dégradation progressive de 
cette pratique, à mesure que se multiplient les entorses aux institutions et que s'exacerbe la 
compétition entre les imperatores. Alors que dans les deux premières décades de l'HR, on 
                                                          
69
 Ces différentes fonctions "explicatives" de l'histoire sont bien décrites par Marincola 2007. 
70
 On le voit par exemple avec la réécriture par Dion de la harangue de César à ses officiers à Vesontio (HR 
38.36±46) qui vise à révéler la nature profonde des intentions de César (Kemezis, 2016).  
71
 Burden-Strevens, forthcoming. Voir aussi, Burden-Strevens 2016.  
72
 Simons 2009, 29: "Zonaras kann also durch Kürzungen tief in den Text seiner Vorlage eingreifen. Er 
verzichtet vielfach auf Begründungzusammenhänge, die Cassius Dio konstruiert, vor allem wenn sir von 
allgemein menschlichen Eigenschaften und moralischen Vorstellungen abgeleitet sind." 
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voit les orateurs±±patriciens ou plébéiens±±généralement inspirés par le souci du bien 
commun, persuader sans difficulté leurs concitoyens et obtenir le vote d'une décision 
collective, elle-même immédiatement traduite en actions concrètes,73 à l'inverse, dans les 
livres suivants, la parole publique, confisquée par un petit groupe de "dynastes", s'avère rare, 
mensongère et incapable de convaincre. Cette dénaturation du logos, à la fois cause et 
symptôme du dysfonctionnement du régime républicain,74 n'est pas seulement perceptible à 
Rome mais aussi sur les champs de bataille de Pharsale, Philippes et Actium, où les 
harangues des imperatores n'ont qu'un impact très limité ou pas d'impact avéré sur les soldats 
romains.75 Tout se passe donc comme si la fréquence des discours et leur degré d'efficience 
constituaient, tout autant que l'argumentation déployée par les locuteurs, leur niveau de 
moralité, leur sincérité ou leur hypocrisie, des marqueurs de l'état de santé de la République 
romaine. Les rapports que ce tableau entretient avec la vérité historique importent peu 
puisqu'il s'agit d'une reconstruction, mise au service d'une démonstration: chez Dion, tous les 
discours sont fictifs, même quand ils ont été réellement prononcés, puisqu'ils sont 
systématiquement (re)composés dans cette perspective, avec cette intentionalité.76  
 Or, c'est ici que Zonaras, que nous avions fait sortir par la porte, revient par la fenêtre! 
En effet, c'est sur son témoignage (et, secondairement, celui des Extraits constantiniens) que 
                                                          
73
 Kemezis 2014, 105±107. 
74
 Kemezis 2014, 111.  
75A Pharsale et Phillippes, Dion résume et commente ces harangues, en soulignant le caractère topique et 
interchangeable de l'argumentation déployée par les orateurs (41.57.1; 47.42.3) et la réticence des citoyens 
romains à livrer une bataille fratricide (41.57.3±4; 47.45.3 et 46.2) : ils ne sont finalement poussés au combat 
que par une sorte de réflexe disciplinaire, déclenché par le signal des trompettes et l'initiative des alliés 
(41.58.1±3 et 47.43.1±3). A Actium, Dion faire parler longuement Antoine puis le jeune César au style direct 
(50.16±22 et 24±30), mais ne mentionne aucune réaction de leurs auditoires respectifs (en 56.10.1; en 50.23.1 et 
31.1): ce silence consacre, pensons-nous, l'échec d'une éloquence réduite à des slogans de propagande, 
instrumentalisée par les ambitieux et devenue inaudible par les citoyens. Chez Zonaras, les ʌĮȡĮȚȞΥ?ıİȚȢ de 
Pharsale sont absentes puisqu'il s'appuie uniquement sur la Vie de Pompée de Plutarque pour cet épisode, faute 
de disposer du texte de Dion ; celle de Philippes ont disparu sans laisser aucune trace, peut-être parce qu'elles 
étaient narrativisées par Dion; pourtant les harangues d'Antoine et du jeune César à Actium, rédigées au style 
direct, sont à peine mieux traitées, puisque réduites à une seule phrase. Sans doute Zonaras était-il à la fois 
conscient du caractère convenu, topique et redondant de ces morceaux d'éloquence, d'ailleurs pointé par Dion 
lui-même, et peu intéressé par ces deux tirades de propagande.  
76
 Si cette hypothèse est juste, la distance est considérable entre Polybe, par exemple, pour qui seuls les 
discours dont l'historicité est avérée avaient droit de cité en histoire (voir Marincola 2007, spéc. 120±127). 
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repose l'analyse que nous venons d'exposer; c'est lui qui nous donne une idée, même 
approximative, de la quantité de discours insérés dans le récit (nombre et fréquence 
d'apparition) et du degré de performativité de chacun d'eux. 
 Ainsi, en préservant le fin maillage discursif tissé solidement par Dion, Zonaras n'a 
pas seulement révélé la structure du récit dionien: il nous a donné accès à plusieurs niveaux 
de lecture, et donc d'interprétation. Le paradoxe est qu'il n'en avait certainement pas 
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CASSIO DIONE E LE FONTI PRE-LIVIANE: UNA VERSIONE 




,Q XQ QRWR IUDPPHQWR WUDWWR GDOO¶LQWURGX]LRQH DOOD Storia romana (F 1.2 = ES 1), Cassio 
'LRQH ULYHQGLFD O¶HVDXVWLYLWj GHOOH VXH OHWWXUH «! ʌȐȞĲĮ ΥὡȢ İΥ?ʌİΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ? ʌİȡΥὶ ĮȪĲΥ?Ȟ ĲȚıȚ 
ȖİȖȡĮȝȝȑȞĮHO¶RULJLQDOLWjGHOODVHOH]LRQHdegli argomenti da lui operata (ıȣȞȑȖȡĮȥĮ įΥὲ ȠΥὐ 
ʌȐȞĲĮ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ΥὅıĮ ΥἐȟȑțȡȚȞĮ &HUWR OR VWRULFR YXROH ULFKLDPDUH O¶DWWHQ]LRQH VRSUDWWXWWR VX
TXHVWR VHFRQGR SXQWR OR FRQIHUPD O¶DFFHQQR VXFFHVVLYR D FLz FKH q ³GHJQR GLPHPRULD´
(ΥἀȟȓȦȢ ȝȞȒȝȘȢ H ³QHFHVVDULR´ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮȓȦȞ: F 1.1 = EV 2). Ma la pretesa di aver letto 
³SUDWLFDPHQWHWXWWR´UHVWDQRWHYROHHVHPEUHUHEEHVFRUDJJLDUHTXDOVLDVLWHQWDWLYRGLLQGDJLQH
sulle fonti di Dione. Fergus Millar, nel suo Study of Cassius Dio del 1964, ha sostenuto 
O¶LQXWLOLWj VH QRQ SURSULR O¶LUULOHYDQ]D GL XQD ULFHUFD GL TXHVWR WLSR1 '¶DOWUD SDUWH GRSR
O¶DQDOLVLGL6FKZDUW]QHOO¶DUWLFRORVX'LRQHSHUODRealencyclopädie,2 O¶XQLFRVWXGLRGLULOLHYR
sulle fonti dello storico bitinico era stato quello di Klotz, sulla seconda guerra punica.3 Ma 
per quanto deprecabili fossero certi eccessi della Quellenforschung tardo-ottocentesca, cui lo 
stesso Schwartz non era riuscito a sottrarsi del tutto,4 la reazione di Millar, accantonando del 
tutto il problema, pareva viziata dal pregiudizio opposto.5  
 Per Dione, come per qualsiasi storico antico, il problema delle fonti resta ineludibile, 
VHVLYXROHYDOXWDUHLOVXRPHWRGRGLODYRURODILQDOLWjGHOODVXDRSHUDHO¶DWWHQGLELOLWjGHOOH
LQIRUPD]LRQL FKH HJOL IRUQLVFH 1RQ VL WUDWWD RYYLDPHQWH GL ³GDUH XQ QRPH´ DOOH IRQWL FXL
attinge il nostro autore, né tanto meno di negare che egli sia in grado di formulare giudizi 
                                                          
1
 0LOODU³6FKRODUVKDYHSHUKDps done themselves less than justice in assuming, as so often, that the 
PRVWLPSRUWDQWWKLQJWRGLVFRYHUDERXWDFODVVLFDOKLVWRULDQLVWKHERRNVIURPZKLFKKHKDVFRSLHG´4±35. 
2
 Schwartz 1899, 1692±1717.  
3
 Klotz 1936.  
4




 Cf. Zecchini 1978, 189 n. 5; McDougall 1991, 616. 
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personali sugli eventi e sui personaggi da lui descritti.6 Il problema è stato lucidamente 
delineato da Bleckmann. La riflessione dello studioso tedesco prende spunto da un 
precedente volume di Fechner dedicato a Dione, nel quale il problema delle fonti viene 
esplicitamente messo da parte: 7 
 
In einer Arbeit zu ³Cassius Dios sicht der Römischen Republik´, für deren 
Gegenstand die Trennung der Perspektiven von Quellen und Bearbeiter auch bei 
einer durchaus legitimen wrlimmanenten Betrachtung ein methodisches 
Grundproblem darstellt, hat D. Fechner wegen der vermeintlichen Aporien sogar 
die Frage nach den Quellen Dios dezidiert ausgeblendet. Fechner geht dabei von 
der insbesondere in der angelsächsischen Welt verkürtzen Sichtweise aus, in der 
Quellenforschung handle es sich nur darum, in spekulativer Weise eine Tradition 
mit dem Namen eines Autors zu etikettieren. Dies mag für gewisse Exzesse 
insbesondere im 19. Jahrhundert zutreffen. Im Vordergrund steht aber in 
Wirklichkeit die vom Autorennamen unabhängige Bestimmung des Zeit- und 
Deutungshorizonts bestimmter Traditionen, die nur noch indirekt²in Fragmenten 
bzw. Übernahmen durch jüngere Historiker²erhalten geblieben sind. Eine solche 
hermeneutische Arbeit, die die Tiefendimension der erhaltenen 
historiographischen Quellen zur Kenntnis nimmt, ist methodisch zwingend 
geboten, wenn Ereignisgeschichte aus diesen Quellen rekonstruiert wird.8   
 
Ora, è vero che Dione, prima di redigere la sua opera, dedicò dieci anni alla raccolta del 
materiale (73[72].23.5) e alla preparazione delle note, necessarie in vista della stesura del 
                                                          
6
 In tal senso, cf. per esempio Hose 1994, 375. La tendenza a contestare la legittimità della Quellenforschung, 
per i motivi descritti nel testo, è molto diffusa ma anche assai opinabile, nonostante abbia avuto tra i suoi 
sostenitori studiosi di riconosciuta autorità. Si veda ad esempio il giudizio di Syme 1945, 104 sul volume di A. 
Klotz, Livius und seine Vorgänger ³7KH PHWKRG KH DGRSWV EHDUV SULPDULO\ XSRQ WKH RULJLQ DQG YDOLGLW\ RI
historical statements: it may have little to tell about the historian himself. In the meantime a younger generation, 
turning aside from these austere delectations, from dogma, dispute, and nihilism, prefers to analyse the literary 
technique of Livy and endeavours to situate him more precisely in his spiritual environment´. Millar, allievo di 
Syme, ne ha pienamente condiviso il punto di vista.  
7
 Fechner 1986, 15±16. 
8
 Bleckmann 2002, 36±37.  
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testo.9 Ed è vero anche che Dione non è un compilatore e che ciò che leggiamo nella Storia 
romana è proprio Dione e non la mera trascrizione di autori più antichi.10 Inoltre 
O¶DUWLFROD]LRQHVWHVVDGLTXHVWRPHWRGROHWWXUD± note ± stesura) implica che egli raramente 
seguiva una sola fonte per volta. Questo però non significa che egli miscelasse le 
informazioni provenienti dalle fonti più disparate senza operare delle scelte: ci dovevano 
essere insomma autori cui Dione attribuiva, volta per volta, maggiore rilevanza. 
 7UDJOLDXWRULFKH'LRQHGLVLFXURFRQRVFHYDF¶HUDQDWXUDOPHQWH/LYLRO¶XOWLPRVWRULFR
prima di lui che aveva redatto una grande opera ab urbe condita (142 libri sino al 9 a.C.)11 e 
quindi era il modello con cui bisognava necessariamente confrontarsi: LGXHWHU]LGHOO¶RSHUDGL
Dione (i libri 1±55) comprendevano il periodo già trattato da Livio. Sul problema dei rapporti 
tra Livio e Dione molto è stato scritto, anche di recente. È quindi opportuno ribadire fin da 
subito che Livio non è fonte di Dione o, per lo meno, non è annoverabile tra le fonti cui 
Dione attribuiva una particolare rilevanza. Possiamo anzitutto affermare che Dione non ha 
XWLOL]]DWR /LYLR SHU LO SHULRGR SHU FXL HJOL SRWHYD PDVVLPDPHQWH VHUYLUJOL FLRq SHU O¶HWj
augustea: decisiva in tal senso appare la dimostrazione di Manuwald.12 La stessa 
considerazione si applica al periodo tardo repubblicano (Lintott), e in particolare alla guerra 
gallica di Cesare (Zecchini) e alla guerra tra Cesare e Pompeo (Berti):13 O¶LQIOXVVROLYLDQRVX
Dione è stato negato o almeno fortemente ridimensionato, arrivando anzi a presentare Dione 
FRPH XQ ³DQWL-OLYLDQR´ SURJUDPPDWLFR H SLHQDPHQWH FRQVDSHYROH14 /¶LQIRQGDWH]]D GHOOD
WHRULDVRVWHQXWDDQFRUDGD6FKZDUW]FKHIDFHYDGL'LRQHXQ³OLYLDQR´SHUODVH]LRQHWDUGR-
repubblicana e proto-augustea della Storia romana,15 appare oggi chiaramente dimostrata.  
                                                          
9
 Su tale metodo di lavoro cf. Vrind 1926, 324; Millar 1964, 30, 32±33; Letta 1979, 183; Barnes 1984, 251; 
Gowing 1992, 43±44; Fromentin & Bertrand 2008, xxxiv-xxxvi.  
10
 ÊVWDWRDSSXQWR0LOODUDGDSULUHODVWUDGDSHUXQDULYDOXWD]LRQHFRPSOHVVLYDGHOODSHUVRQDOLWjHGHOO¶RSHUDGL
Dione, oggetto in questi ultimi decenni di numerosi commenti e studi specifici: cf., da ultimo, Fromentin, 
Bertrand, Coltelloni-Trannoy, Molin & Urso 2016; Lange & Madsen 2016.  
11
 ,QHWjWLEHULDQDFLIXFHUWRDQFRUD)HQHVWHOODPDO¶DPSLH]]DGHLVXRLAnnales non è paragonabile a quella  
degli Ab urbe condita libri (nel libro 22, FenesWHOODSDUODYDGHOO¶DQQRD&FIFRH 70,2).  
12
 Manuwald 1979, 168±272; cf. Reinhold 1988, 7±8.  
13
 Zecchini 1978, 188±200; Berti 1988, 7±21; Lintott 1997, 2519±2521. Per le fonti di Dione sul periodo 
triumvirale, cf. ora Fromentin & Bertrand 2014, xvi-xxi. 
14
 Zecchini 1979, 86±87. 
15
 Schwartz 1899, 1697±1705. 
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 0D O¶RULJLQDOLWj GHOO¶LQGDJLQH GL 6FKZDUW] ULJXDUGD OH SULPH GHFDGL GL 'LRQH /R
studioso tedesco sosteneva la piena indipendenza di Dione da Livio (e da Dionigi di 
$OLFDUQDVVRSHUO¶HWjPRQDUFKLFDHSHULSULPLVHFROLGHOODUHSXEEOLFDYDOHDGLUHSHULOLEUL
1±SHULTXDOLGLVSRQLDPRDQFKHGHOO¶HSLWRPHGL=RQDUD16 La tesi di Schwartz si basava su 
un confronto sinottico tra un certo numero di passi di Dione, trasmessi dagli Excerpta 
Constantiniana o da Zonara, e i passi paralleli di Livio e di Dionigi. Per quanto basata su una 
selezione di esempi non esaustiva, la dimostrazione dello studioso tedesco resta ancora oggi 
convincente. Essa è stata confermata da diversi studi anche recenti, che citerò più avanti, 




Per quanto riguarda il periodo della monarchia, oggetto dei primi due libri della Storia 
romana O¶DQDOLVL HVDXVWLYD FKH DQFRUDPDQFDYD q RUD GLVSRQLELOH grazie a Briquel, che ha 
sottoposto a un confronto puntuale tutti i passi di Dione (e di Zonara) relativi ai re di Roma e 
le fonti parallele.17 /RVWXGLRVRIUDQFHVHQRQVLVSLQJHDGLUHLOYHURDQHJDUHO¶XWLOL]]D]LRQH
anche di Livio e di Dionigi per quesWDSULPDVH]LRQHGHOO¶RSHUDEgli rileva però come, al di 
OjGHOOHRFFDVLRQDOLHLQHYLWDELOLDQDORJLH³OHUpFLWGH'LRQQHJDUGHSDVODPRLQGUHWUDFHGH
ce qui pourrait apparaître comme un héritage des orientations des histoires de Tite-Live ou de 
Denys GDQV FH TX¶HOOHV DYDLHQW GH SOXV RULJLQDO´18 1HVVXQD GHOOH ³LQQRYD]LRQL´
apparentemente introdotte da Livio rispetto alla tradizione più antica trova riscontro in Dione. 
 In una breve analisi sulle fonti di Dione non si può non accennare alla ricostruzione, 
assai originale, delle origini della repubblica. Per Dione, dopo la caduta di Tarquinio il 
6XSHUER L 5RPDQL QRPLQDURQR DO VXR SRVWR XQ ³PDJLVWUDWR´ ΥἄȡȤȦȞ), assistito da un 
³FROOHJD´ıȣȞȐȡȤȦȞ) (Zonar. 7.12.1; cf. anche Cass. Dio F 13.2; Zonar. 7.12.4; 7.13.9). A 
SDUWLUH GDOO¶LQL]LR GHO 9 VHFROR D& TXHVWL GXH PDJLVWUDWL VRQR FKLDPDWL ³SUHWRUL´
(ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȠȓ)19 (Cass. Dio F 18.3; 20.3; 21.3; Zonar. 7.14.3; 7.17.1; 7.17.2; 7.17.5; 7.17.6; 
7.19.1). Nel 451 vulg. il primo collegio decemvirale risuOWDFRPSRVWRGD³GXHSUHWRULGRWDWLGL
SLHQLSRWHUL´=RQDUıĲȡĮĲȘȖȠΥὶ ĮΥὐĲȠțȡȐĲȠȡİȢ) e da altri otto membri (ΥἄȞįȡİȢ ΥὀțĲȫ): 
                                                          
16
 Schwartz 1899, 1692±1697. 
17
 Briquel 2016, 130±136. 
18
 Briquel 2016, 134 n. 30.  
19
 Urso 2011, 53±54. 
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il principio della collegialità diseguale, indirettamente suggerito dalla denominazione dei 
magistrati del 509 vulg. (ΥἄȡȤȦȞ e ıȣȞȐȡȤȦȞ), è qui esplicitamente enunciato. Esso viene però 
VXSHUDWRO¶DQQRVXFFHVVLYRQHOFROOHJLRGHOYXOJLFXLGLHFLPHPEUL³JRYHUQDYDQRVXXQ
SLDQRGL SDULWj´ =RQDU  ΥἀʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἴıȘȢ ΥἦȡȤȠȞ). La notizia sul collegio del 450 vulg. 
anticipa a VXDYROWDTXHOODGHOYXOJGRSRO¶DEROL]LRQHGHOGHFHPYLUDWRVHFRQGR'LRQH
IX DSSXQWR D SDUWLUH GD TXHOO¶DQQR FKH L GXH SULPL PDJLVWUDWL GL 5RPD IXURQR FKLDPDWL
³FRQVROL´ =RQDU  ĲȩĲİ ȖΥ?ȡ ȜȑȖİĲĮȚ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ Υ?ʌȐĲȠȣȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȠıĮȖȠȡİȣșΥ?ȞĮȚ, 
ıĲȡĮĲȘȖȠΥ?Ȣ țĮȜȠȣȝȑȞȠȣȢ ĲΥὸ ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ). Questo insieme di notizie costituisce un unicum, che 
inquadra cronologicamente un dato molto antico, cui le altre fonti a noi pervenute dedicano 
solo cenni vaghi, occasionali e fuori contesto (Cic. Leg., 3.3.8; Liv. 7.3.5; Plin. NH, 18.3.12; 
Gell. NA, 11.18.8; Fest. p. 249 Lindsay). Dione qui segue una fonte eterodossa, che egli 
ULWLHQH SDUWLFRODUPHQWH DIILGDELOH XQD IRQWH FKH FRQVHUYD LO ULFRUGR GL XQD ³WUDGL]LRQH
VFRPSDUVD´IRUVHODVWHVVDWUDGL]LRQHGDFXLGLSHQGHODQRtizia di Livio (3.9) sulla rogatio di 
C. Terentilio Arsa (tribuno della plebe nel 462 vulg.) ut quinque uiri creerentur legibus de 
imperio consulari scribendi.  
 0D O¶LQWHUHVVH GHO QRVWUR VWRULFR VL HVWHQGHYD DQFKH DOOH DOWUH PDJLVWUDWXUH
repubblicane, cui egli dedicava una serie di excursus (Zonar. 7.13.3 [questori]; 7.13.12±14 
[dittatori]; 7.15.1±9 [tribuni della plebe]; 7.15.10 [edili]; 7.19.4±5 [tribuni consulari 
potestate]; 7.19.6±9 [censori]).20 Questi excursus forniscono numerose notizie non attestate 
DOWURYHHVRQRFDUDWWHUL]]DWLGDOO¶LPSLHJRIUHTXHQWHGLXQDWHUPLQRORJLDIRUPXODUHWLSLFDGHO
linguaggio giuridico; dalla tendenza a distinguere tra i poteri de iure dei magistrati e la loro 
pratica attuazione de facto; dalla loro coerenza interna.21 Non credo che Dione abbia 
elaborato lui stesso questi excursus, basandosi su una molteplicità di fonti. È probabile invece 
che egli abbia utilizzato (almeno come fonte principale) un testo giuridico, forse un liber de 
magistratibus,22 che si può datare, sulla base di diversi dettagli interni, poco dopo la metà del 
                                                          
20
 Questo argomento, che ho studiato in Urso 2005, è stato ripreso in seguito da Simons 2009, 33±119, senza 
tenere conto del mio lavoro e con conclusioni parzialmente diverse.  
21
 3HU HVHPSLR DO ULFKLDPR DQDFURQLVWLFR DL WULEXQL GHOOD SOHEH QHOO¶excursus sui dittatori (Zonar. 7.13.3), 
FRUULVSRQGH LO ULFKLDPR DL GLWWDWRUL QHOO¶excursus sui tribuni (7.15.3). Si rilevano invece contraddizioni tra i 
singoli excursus e il loro contesto narrativo: Urso 2005, 167±171. 
22
 6XOO¶LPSLHJRSHUJOLexcursus sui magistrati, di una IRQWH³JLXULGLFD´FI8UVR3±193 (in particolare 
p. 167±171). Questa conclusione è condivisa da Smith 2012, 109. A una fonte unica pensava già Cornelius 
1940, 31; contra: Millar 1964, 181±/LERXUHO6XOO¶XWLOL]]D]LRQHGLXQDIRQWHJLXULGLFDFIDQFKH
Simons 2009, 108±109, che la identifica con Ulpiano.  
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I secolo a.C.:23 XQ¶HSRFDLQFXLOD³FRVWLWX]LRQH´URPDQDIXRJJHWWRGLXQDFFHVRGLEDWWLWRGD
parte degli interpretes iuris. Come attesta Livio (3.55.8±12), questo dibattito riguardava 
DSSXQWRO¶RULJLQHGHOOHPDJLVWUDWXUHPDDQFKHTXHVWLRQLSLWHFQLFKHFRPHODGLVWLQ]LRQHWUD
la sacrosanctitas tribunizia, sanzionata dal giuramento della plebe al momento della prima 
secessione, e la condanna come sacer di chi oltraggiava i tribuni (distinzione ammessa da 
Dione: cf=RQDU  R FRPH O¶RULJLQH GHO WULEXQDWR FKH DOFXQL IDFHYDQR ULVDOLUH D XQ
accordo tra patrizi e plebei (Liv. 2.33.1; D.H. AR 6.89.4, 11.55.3), ma che gli interpretes iuris 





La narrazione delle vicende interne di Roma tra il V e il IV secolo mostra la tendenza di 
Dione D YDORUL]]DUH ³WUDGL]LRQL VFRPSDUVH´ DWWLQJHQGR WDOYROWD DOOH VWHVVH IRQWL GL /LYLR
talvolta a fonti diverse.24 /RVLULVFRQWUDJLjQHLIUDPPHQWLVXO³SULPRDQQRGHOODUHSXEEOLFD´
che descrivono una situazione molto tesa,25 che per poco non sfocia nel linciaggio di L. 
Tarquinio Collatino prima (Zonar. 7.12), di P. Valerio Publicola poi (Cass. Dio F 13.2): due 
episodi assenti nelle fonti parallele (D.H. AR 5.10±12; 5.19; Liv. 2.2; 2.7.5±12; Plut. Publ., 
10). Questa tensione cDUDWWHUL]]DVLQGDOO¶LQL]LRLUDSSRUWLWUDLPDJLVWUDWL&DVV'LR)3±4; 
diversamente Liv. 2.8; D.H. AR 5.35.3; Plut. Publ., 14) e si ritrova nella narrazione della lotta 
tra patrizi e plebei, che comprendH GLYHUVL HSLVRGL ³LQHGLWL´ &DVV 'LR F 17.1±3; Zonar. 
7.14.1±2 [cf. Liv. 2.23±24; D.H. AR 6.22.1±29.1]; Cass. Dio F 17.9 [cf. Liv. 2.32.4; D.H. AR 
6.47.2; Plut. Cor., @ H FXOPLQD QHOO¶XFFLVLRQH GL QRYH WULEXQL GHOOD SOHEH EUXFLDWL YLYL
(Cass. Dio F 22.1±2; Zonar. 7.17.7).26 Dietro a questi episodi si ritrova la traccia di tradizioni 
                                                          
23
 Sulla cronologia della fonte di Dione, cf. Urso 2005, 171±175; Urso 2016a, 145. Alla metà circa del I secolo 
D& VHPEUDQR ULPDQGDUH O¶LQVLVWHQ]D VXOOD transitio ad plebem =RQDU   O¶DOOXVLRQH DOOD lex 
Clodia de censoria notione, che restò in vigore dal 58 al 52 (Zonar. 7.19.9; cf. Cass. Dio 38.13.2; 40.57.1), la 
polemica sulla ȠΥ?ȦȞȠıțȠʌȓĮ dei tribuni (Zonar. 7.19.2; cf. Cass. Dio 38.13.3±6 ; Libourel 1974, 390). Se 
O¶DFFHQQRD&HVDUHDOODILQHGHOO¶excursus sui dittatori (Zonar. 7.13.14), si trovava già nella fonte di Dione, esso 
ci rimanderebbe al medesimo contesto cronologico. 
24
 Urso 2016a. 
25
 Libourel 1974, 384±386; Urso 2016a, 146±147.  
26
 Su questi episodi cf., in questo volume, il contributo di M. Lindholmer. 
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eterodosse,27 che si è proposto di far risalire a una o più fonti di epoca sillana o cesariana. 
Questo vale in particolare per due famosi esempi di adfectatio regni: quello di Spurio Cassio 
e quello di M. Manlio Capitolino. Mi limito qui a un breve accenno su Cassio. Costui è 
SUHVHQWDWRFRPHXQEHQHIDWWRUHGHOSRSRORURPDQRYLWWLPDGHOO¶LQJUDWLWXGLQHHGHOO¶LQYLGLD)
19): un quadro ben diverso da quello delle fonti parallele (Diod. Sic. 11.37.7; D.H. AR 
8.69.2±4, 8.77.1±79.1; Liv. 2.41.8±12),28 ma conforme al giudizio che Dionigi (10.38.3) 
attribuisce, fuori contesto (sotto il 453 vulg.), a L. Siccio Dentato. Nel discorso di Siccio si 
ULWURYD OD WUDFFLD GL XQ¶DQWLFD YHUVLRQH IDYRUHYROH D &DVVLR GHO WXWWR GLYHUVD GD TXHOOD
liviana.29 Questa versiRQH ³VFRPSDUVD´ GL FXL 'LRQLJL FRQVHUYD O¶HFR LQGLUHWWD HUD
certamente la versione di Dione.30  
 Un episodio su cui il racconto di Dione doveva presentare numerose varianti rispetto 
DOUHVWRGHOODWUDGL]LRQHqO¶DWWDFFRJDOOLFRD5RPDGHOD&31 Qui mi limito a due esempi. 
,O SULPR HVHPSLR q O¶DWWHJJLDPHQWR GHJOL DPEDVFLDWRUL Fabii QHOO¶HSLVRGLR GL &OXVLXP
DQWHIDWWRGHOO¶DWWDFFRD5RPD)VHFRQGR'LRQH)JOLDPEDVFLDWRULQRQSUHsero 
le armi contro i Galli (cf. Diod. Sic. 14.113.4; D.H. AR 13 F 12; Liv. 5.36), né incitarono i 
Clusini a farlo (cf. Plut. Cam., PD IXURQR TXDVL ³WUDVFLQDWL´ LQ EDWWDJOLD GDL &OXVLQL
VWHVVL/DYHUVLRQHGL'LRQHFKHLPSOLFLWDPHQWHDVVROYHJOLDPEDVFLDWRULGDOO¶DFFXVDGLDYHU
violato lo ius gentium, sembrerebbe la versione originale della gens Fabia.32 Il secondo 
HVHPSLRqO¶HSLVRGLRGHOFHQWXULRQHLOFXLJULGRHic manebimus optime!, inteso come omen 
favorevole, induce i Romani a rinunciare al progetto di trasferirsi a Veio. In Livio (5.51±54), 
O¶HSLVRGLR è preceduto da un lungo discorso di Camillo (cf. Plut. Cam., 32.1±2); in Zonara 
(7.23.8) leggiamo che il popolo non avrebbe prestato ascolto ȠΥὔĲİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞ ĲȑȜİȚ ȠΥὔĲİ ĲΥ? 
ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ?, se non avesse udito la frase del centurione: Camillo non è nemmeno menzionato. 
Questo silenzio è strano, perché Camillo è per Dione il protagonista indiscusso della lotta 
                                                          
27
 Libourel 1974, 392±³2EVFXUHDQGXQXVXDOWUDGLWLRQV´ 
28
 Libourel 1974, 387±388. 
29
 Smith 2006, 52. 
30
 Anche sulla morte di Manlio Capitolino, la versione di Dione (F 26.1±2; Zonar. 7.23.10) risulta molto 
GLYHUVD 2DNOH\   ³6XUSULVLQJO\ GLIIHUHQW´ ULVSHWWR D TXHOOD GHOOH IRQWL parallele (Liv. 6.18±20; Plut. 
Cam., 36). Cf. Urso 2016a, 147±148. Dalla stessa tradizione di Dione potrebbe peraltro dipendere Diodoro 
(15.35.3): cf. Lintott 2006, 15.   
31
 Per una discussione articolata cf. Schettino 2006; per una sintesi, Urso 2016a, 148±149.  
32
 Schettino 2006, 69. 
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contro i Galli nei decenni che seguirono.33 /¶HSLVRGLRGHOFHQWXULRQHJLRFDXQUXROR centrale 
ULVSHWWR DOO¶LPPDJLQH GL &DPLOOR FRPH ³VHFRQGR IRQGDWRUH GL 5RPD´ H SUHFXUVRUH GL
Augusto: il silenzio di Dione sembra rappresentare uno stadio della tradizione più antico di 
quello attestato da Livio e nel quale Camillo non è ancora assimilato ad Augusto.34  
 Per quanto riguarda le vicende interne di Roma nella prima metà del IV secolo a.C., si 
constatano numerose divergenze significative tra Dione e le fonti parallele, sulle quali non mi 
soffermo in questa sede.35 La presenza in Dione di tradizioni eterodosse si mostra comunque 
con particolare chiarezza nel racconto riguardante la seconda metà del IV secolo.36 La 
versione di Zonara (7.26.1±8) sulle operazioni del 340 vulg. contro i Latini è simile nelle sue 
grandi linee a quella di Livio (8.6.8±12.1), ma presenta numerose varianti.37 Secondo 
Oakley,38 OHSRVVLELOLWjVRQRGXH'LRQHKDXWLOL]]DWR/LYLRHXQ¶DOWUDIRQWHRSSXUH/LYLRH
'LRQHKDQQRIDWWRULFRUVR LQPRGR LQGLSHQGHQWHD IRQWLFRPXQL$PLRDYYLVR O¶LSRWHVLGL
una fonte comune è la più probabile. Lo suggerisce, per esempio, il frammento di Dione in 
FXLL6DQQLWLVRQRSUHVHQWDWLFRPHDOOHDWLLQILGLGHL5RPDQL)HVVLDWWHQGRQRO¶HVLWRGL
una battaglia già in corso tra Latini e Romani, prima di intervenire al fianco di questi ultimi. 
La notizia si trova anche in un frammento di Dionigi (15 F 4.3) e nel racconto liviano sulla 
battaglia ad Veserim, che permette di contestualizzarla. Ma per Livio si tratta di una versione 
alternativa (8.11.2: apud quosdam auctores invenio) a quella da lui accettata, secondo la 
TXDOHL6DQQLWLSDUWHFLSDURQRDOODEDWWDJOLDVLQGDOO¶LQL]LR39 Come già per la notizia 
sui primi tribuni della plebe,40 qui Dione segue la seconda versione menzionata da Livio,41 
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 Schettino 2006, 64±65. 
34
 Schettino 2006, 70. 
35
 Cf. Urso 2016a, 149.  
36
 4XL OD VLQWHVL GL=RQDUDQRQ FRPSUHQGHQHVVXQD DOOXVLRQH DOOD ³SULPDJXHUUD VDQQLWLFD´ FKH OD WUDGL]LRQH
data al 343±341 vulg. e la cui storicità è stata in passato contestata. Purtroppo non è possibile stabilire se questa 
omissione sia dovuta ad un taglio considerevole del testo originale o se essa rifletta il silenzio di Dione su questo 
conflitto, che si aggiungerebbe in tal caso al silenzio di Diodoro (cf. Diod. Sic. 19.2.1).  
37
 Oakley 1998, 425, 438. 
38
 Oakley 1998, 438±439. 
39
 La versione di Livio è chiaramente la più antica e attendibile (Salmon 1967, 207; Buonocore & Firpo 1991, 
66±67; Brizzi 1997, 97, 99, 102; Urso 2013b, 81). 
40
 Cf. sopra, p.58. 
41




ma è chiaro che egli non la trova in Livio, ma consultando direttamente la sua stessa fonte.42 
Si tratta molto probabilmente della medesima fonte comune che si può riconoscere dietro al 
FRPPHQWRFKHFRQFOXGHYD LQ'LRQH O¶HVSRVL]LRQHGHOODJXHUUDODWLQD) O¶DOOXVLRQH
alla concessione ai Latini, dopo la loro sconfitta, del diritto di cittadinanza, che i Romani 
DYHYDQR ORUR ULILXWDWR SULPDGHOOD JXHUUD VHPEUD LQ UHDOWj XQ¶DOOXVLRQH DOOD JXHUUD VRFLDOH
Ora, questa stessa sovrapposizione storiografica della guerra sociale alla guerra latina si trova 
anche in Livio, ma in un contesto diverso. In Livio essa non riguarda la conclusione della 
guerra latina, ma i suoi antefatti: mi riferisco al noto episodio del pretore latino Annio di 
Saetia (8.5±6), il cui legame col ricordo della guerra sociale è stato da tempo riconosciuto.43 
Il tema è chiaramente lo stesso, ma esso viene evocato, da Livio e da Dione, in due momenti 
differenti del loro racconto. Possiamo concludere che qui Dione ha utilizzato una fonte di I 
secolo impiegata anche da Livio, ma senza la mediazione di Livio.44  
 1HOO¶HVSRVL]LRQH VXOOH JXHUUH VDQQLWLFKH LO WHVWR GL 'LRQH QRQ VROR IRUQLVFH D SL
riprese una versione dei fatti alternativa a quella di Livio, ma sembra anche conservare il 
ULFRUGRGL³WUDGL]LRQLVFRPSDUVH´0LVRIIHUPRTXLVXGue episodi: la battaglia di Caudio e la 
campagna del 311 vulg.  
 Per quanto concerne Caudio, Dione riprende in gran parte la versione tradizionale, ma 
si differenzia per numerosi dettagli,45 tra cui possiamo ricordare: (i) la descrizione 
GHOO¶DQWHIDWWRLQHJR]LDWLGHOYXOJ)FRQXQDVLJQLILFDWLYDULSUHVDGHOO¶HVSUHVVLRQH
di Appiano ΥἄıʌȠȞįȠȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἀțȒȡȣțĲȠȢ ʌȩȜİȝȠȢ (Samn., F 4.3, 4.13, 4.16), che non ha riscontro 
LQ/LYLRHVHPEUDULPDQGDUHDOO¶LPSLHJRGLXQDIRQWHFRPXQHIRUVHLQOLQJXDJUHFD46 (ii) lo 
svolgimento della battaglia, dove si constata la compresenza di due tradizioni differenti, di 
cui la prima parlava di una battaglia mancata (è la versione dominante in Dione, come in 
Livio e nel resto della tradizione), la seconda di uno scontro vero e proprio (F 36.15: 
                                                          
42
 9DFRPXQTXHHVFOXVRFKHTXHVWDIRQWHVLD'LRQLJLDSDUWHO¶DOOXVLRQHDOO¶DWWHJJLamento ambiguo dei Sanniti, 
QRQF¶qQHVVXQSXQWRGLFRQWDWWRWUDLOIUDPPHQWRGL'LRQLJLHO¶HSLWRPHGL=RQDUD&I8UVRDQ 
43
 De Sanctis 1960, 259±260; Gabba 1956, 27; Gabba 1967, 129 n. 176; Bernardi 1973, 56±57; Dipersia 1975; 
Oakley 1988, 408±411.  
44
 Urso 2013b. 
45
 Cf. Oakley 2005a, 9. 
46
 Urso 2016b, 152. 
 63 
 
ΥἡĲĲȘșȒȞĲİȢ);47 LLL LO SDVVDJJLR VRWWR LO JLRJR GRYH /LYLR  SDUOD GHOO¶XFFLVLRQH GL
alcuni soldati romani, negata esplicitamente da Dione (Zonar. 7.26.11). Ma il dettaglio più 
originale sono le considerazioni degli abitanti di Roma, nel momento in cui appendono la 
notizia della sconfitta. Secondo Dione (F 36.16), in un primo tempo i Romani considerarono 
JOLHYHQWLGL&DXGLRFRPHXQ¶DXWHQWLFDYHUJRJQDDOSXQWRFKHDYUHEEHURSUHIHULWRODPRUWH
GHOO¶LQWHURHVHUFLWRDUPLLQSXJQo; ma dopo aver riflettuto che, se così fosse successo, Roma 
VWHVVDDYUHEEHULVFKLDWRGLHVVHUHGLVWUXWWD³HVVLQRQIXURQRGLVSLDFLXWLGLDSSUHQGHUHFKHVL
HUDQR VDOYDWL´ ȠΥὐț ΥἀțȠȣıȓȦȢ ΥἤțȠȣȠȞ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἐıȫșȘıĮȞ). Con queste parole si conclude 
O¶excerptum costantiniano (ES PHQWUH LQ =RQDUD  OHJJLDPR FKH L 5RPDQL ³VL
rallegrarono (ΥἥįȠȞĲȠGHOODORURVDOYH]]D´/DWHVWLPRQLDQ]DGL'LRQHVXO³VROOLHYR´VHQRQ
VXOOD ³JLRLD´ GHL 5RPDQL D SULPD YLVWD VFRQFHUWDQWH SRQH OR VWHVVR SUREOHPD
GHOO¶DWWULEX]LRne al console Sp. Postumio del soprannome Caudinus, attestata dai Fasti 
Capitolini e dal Cronografo del 354: si tratta del solo esempio di cognomen ex clade 
registrato nei Fasti e come tale non ha mancato di suscitare perplessità.48 Inoltre il famoso 
denariRGL7L9HWXULRGLVFHQGHQWHGHOO¶DOWURFRQVROHGL&DXGLR79HWXULRGDWDELOHDOODILQH
GHO ,, VHFROR D& ULSURGXFH OD VFHQD GHOO¶DFFRUGR WHRULFDPHQWH ³LQIDPDQWH´ FRQFOXVR VXO
campo di Caudio.49 Il cognomen Caudinus nei Fasti, il denario di Veturio, la notizia di Dione 
VXO ³VROOLHYR´ GHL 5RPDQL GRSR OD EDWWDJOLD WXWWR TXHVWR VXJJHULVFH O¶HVLVWHQ]D GL XQD
WUDGL]LRQHPROWR DQWLFD VHFRQGR ODTXDOH O¶DFFRUGRFRQFOXVR VXO FDPSRDYHYDSHUPHVVRGL
VDOYDUHO¶HVHUFLWRURPDQRHGHUDVWDWRLQVHJXLWRDFFHWWDWo dal popolo e rispettato.50 Di questa 
YHUVLRQHQHOODTXDOH LOJLRJRPDQWHQHYD LO VXRFDUDWWHUHRULJLQDULRGL³HVRUFLVPR ULWXDOH´H
QRQFRPSRUWDYDGLSHUVpO¶XPLOLD]LRQHGHOQHPLFRYLQWR51 il frammento di Dione è la sola 
                                                          
47
 Da questa tradizione sembrano dipendere Cic. Sen. 12.41, Off. 3.30.109; App. Samn., F 4.18. Cf. da ultimo 
Oakley 2005a, 25±26; Grossmann 2009, 65±66 (secondo cui la versione di Cicerone sarebbe la più antica: 
contra, Briquel 2010, 425).  
48
 Urso 1997, 241±243. Cf. Firpo 2012, 471. Degrassi 1947, 107 riteneva giustamente che in questo contesto il 
cognomen non potesse avere che carattere onorifico. Degrassi però ipotizzava che i discendenti di Postumio 
DYHVVHUR FHUFDWR GL ULVFDWWDUH LQ TXDOFKH PRGR O¶LQIDXVWR ULFRUGR GHOOD clades Caudina attribuendo al loro 
antenato il cognomen Caudinus: una spiegazione a mio parere poco convincente. 
49
 Mommsen 1870, 306; Münzer 1920, 131±132; Beloch 1926, 397; Heurgon 1942, 227±228; Breglia 1947, 
68±70, 77; Gundel 1958, 1885; Thomsen 1961, 278; Crawford 1973, 5±6; Lintott 1994, 61. 
50
 Urso 1997, 243±244. 
51
 Questa funzione originaria del giogo sembra in qualche misura ancora conosciuta da Giugurta nel 110 a.C., 
come ha mostrato Brizzi 1990.  
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attestazione storiografica. Questa WUDGL]LRQHqSUREDELOPHQWH³VFRPSDUVD´LQHWjSRVW-sillana, 
quando si impose definitivamente la versione, rielaborata dopo gli avvenimenti di Numanzia 
del 137 a.C., che parlava di una deditio foede facta (Liv. 9.7.7), rifiutata dal popolo romano e 
immediatamente vendicata. È evidentemente impossibile identificare la fonte seguita da 
Dione, ma è molto probabile che si tratti della stessa fonte da lui impiegata per il racconto del 
dibattito sul foedus Numantinum, che vedremo tra poco.52 Mi pare in ogni caso certo che egli 
KDFRQVHUYDWRTXLODWUDFFLDGLXQD³WUDGL]LRQHVFRPSDUVD´53  
 8Q¶DOWUDYDULDQWHGLQRWHYROHULOLHYRULJXDUGDODFDPSDJQDGL&*LXQLR%XEXOFRQHO
311 vulg. Su questi avvenimenti, oltre a Diodoro (20.26.3±4), che parla di una sequenza di 
vittorie romane, abbiamo le testimonianze di Livio e di Zonara, che concordano su parecchi 
particoalri, ma si contraddicono sul punto essenziale: mentre Livio (9.31.7±16) parla di una 
vittoria stentata di Bubulco, in Zonara (8.1.1) la battaglia si conclude con una pesante 
VFRQILWWD URPDQD4XHVW¶XOWLPDYHUVLRQH q HYLGHQWHPHQWH ODSL FUHGLELOH54 I dettagli come 
O¶LPERVFDWD GHL 6DQQLWL H OH GLIILFROWj GRYXWH DO WHUUHQR QRWL DQFKH D /LYLR FRQVHUYDQR LQ
Zonara (cioè in Dione) il loro significato originario: vogliono spiegare la sconfitta romana. 
Dione è qui testimone di una tradizione più antica di quella attestata da Livio.55 In questo 
caso, Dione non solo è indipendente da Livio, ma ci trasmette la versione autentica 
GHOO¶HSLVRGLR 
 Per quanto concerne la teU]D JXHUUD VDQQLWLFD ROWUH D GLYHUVH YDULDQWL ³PLQRUL´ FKH
VRQR VWDWH VSLHJDWH FRQ O¶LPSLHJRGD SDUWH GL'LRQH GHOOH VWHVVH IRQWL GL /LYLR56 possiamo 
EUHYHPHQWHVHJQDODUHLOUDFFRQWRULJXDUGDQWHLOD&O¶DQQRGL6HQWLQRTXLqQRWHYROHLQ
particolaUH FKH =RQDUD  SDUODQGR GHOO¶DVVHJQD]LRQH GHL ULVSHWWLYL IURQWL GL JXHUUD DL
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 Cf. sotto, p. 69. 
53
 *URVVPDQQ   ³(V VFKHLQW ZDKUVFKHLQOLFKHU GDVV 'LR KLHU DXI HLQH lOWHUH 7UDGLWLRQ ]XUFNJHKW´
contra Loreto 1989±1990, 661, secondo cui le considerazioni attribuite da Dione ai Romani non esprimerebbero 
FKHO¶RSLQLRQHGHOORVWRULFR 
54
 Da ultimo Grossmann 2009, 205±206. Cf. già Sordi 1969, 73±74; Briquel 2001, 143±145.  
55
 /LERXUHO³7KLVWUDGLWLRQSUREDEly dated from the time of the battle or at least from the following 
FHQWXU\DQGIRXQGLWVZD\LQWRRQHRIWKHHDUOLHUDQQDOLVWV´*URVVPDQQ ³'HU%HULFKWGHV=RQDUDV
JHKW KLHU VRPLWDXIHLQHlOWHUH7UDGLWLRQ]XUFNDOV MHQHUGHV/LYLXV´Più incerto al riguardo Oakley 2005a, 
403±404.  
56
 Oakley 2005b, 382. 
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FRQVROL 4 )DELR 5XOOLDQR H 3 'HFLR 0XUH DFFROJD OD YHUVLRQH ³DOWHUQDWLYD´ FXL /LYLR




Per il III secolo a.C. i due episodi di riferimento sono ovviamente le prime due guerre 
puniche. In questo caso il problema delle fonti di Dione è stato oggetto, dopo Schwartz, di 
studi sistematici e approfonditi: in particolare, quello già citato di Klotz, del 1936, sulla 
seconda guerra punica; e quello di Bleckmann, del 2002, sulla prima.58 Basterà perciò un 
richiamo sommario al loro contenuto. 
 Per quanto concerne la seconda guerra punica, Klotz ha dimostrato che Dione si è 
servito di due fonti impiegate anche da Livio, Celio Antipatro e Valerio Anziate, ma 
utilizzandole direttamente e senza la mediazione liviana:59 dunque una monografia sulla 
guerra annibalica e una storia ab urbe condita. Naturalmente il fatto che Dione abbia 
utilizzato Celio Antipatro e Valerio Anziate non implica che egli si sia servito soltanto di 
queste due fonti, ma la dimostrazione di Klotz rimane indispensabile anche nel contesto di 
una più ampia valutazione del lavoro di Dione sui primi secoli di Roma. Da un lato, infatti, è 
evidente che Valerio Anziate dovrà essere considerato come una delle fonti di Dione per tutta 
la storia di Roma, dalle origini al I secolo a.C.: e in effetti tracce di Valerio Anziate sono state 
LQGLYLGXDWHLQDOWUHSDUWLGHOO¶RSHUDGLRQHDGDOODVWRULDGHLUHO¶HWLPologia del nome di Anco 
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 Urso 2016a, 155. 
58
 4XHVW¶XOWLPRqXQDPSLRFDSLWROR³&DVVLXV'LRDOV4XHOOHIUGLH*HVFKLFKWHGHV(UVWHQ3XQLVFKHQ.ULHJ´
del volume dedicato da Bleckmann alla nobilitas romana (Bleckmann 2002, 35±56; cf. anche 125±131 e 147±
149). 
59
 Klotz 1936. La stessa ipotesi era ammessa, ma non discussa, già da Soltau 1897, 190. Tra i tanti esempi 
ULFDYDELOL GDOO¶HVDXVWLYD DQDOLVL GL.ORW] QH FLWHUzTXL XQR VROR QRWHYROHSURSULRSHUFKp DIILQH DG DOWUL sopra 
citati per il V e IV secolo. Si tratta del passaggio del Po da parte di Annibale nel 218 a.C. (cf. Klotz 1936, 71±
72). Secondo Dione (Zonar. 8.24.1), Annibale, non disponendo di barche, ordinò al fratello Magone di 
attraversare il fiume a nuoto con L FDYDOLHUL H GL ODQFLDUVL DOO¶LQVHJXLPHQWR GHL 5RPDQLPHQWUH HJOL DYUHEEH
disposto in fila gli elefanti, per rompere la forza della corrente e permettere ai soldati un più agevole passaggio. 
Questa versione corrisponde al racconto di Celio Antipatro (FRH 15,13), che Livio cita a 21.47.4±5, ma che 
giudica difficilmente ammissibile per coloro che conoscano il Po (ea peritis amnis eius uix fidem fecerint). Livio 
accetta qui una versione differente, attestata già in Polibio (3.66.6±8). Come ha mostrato Klotz, è molto 




Marzio: Zonar. 7.7.1)60 alla campagna asiatica di Cn. Manlio Vulsone (Zonar. 9.21.10±15).61 
'¶DOWUDSDUWHqVLJQLILFDWLYRFKHWUDOHIRQWLGL'LRQHFLIRVVHXQ¶RSHUDFRVuULVDOHQWHXOWLPR
terzo del II secolo a.C.), come appunto la monografia di Celio Antipatro.62 
 Il tema della prima guerra punica, trattato da Schwartz in modo alquanto sbrigativo,63 
HUD VWDWR RFFDVLRQDOPHQWH ULSUHVR QHO FRUVR GHO µ GD GLYHUVL VWXGLRVL FKH DYHYDQR
VRWWROLQHDWRO¶RULJLQDOLWjGHOUDFFRQWRGLRQHRLSRWizzando che esso rispecchiasse la tradizione 
di Filino di Agrigento (attraverso la mediazione di un tardo annalista).64 Nel suo lavoro del 
%OHFNPDQQKDULSUHVRO¶DUJRPHQWRLQPRGRHVDXVWLYRVRVWHQHQGRFRQDUJRPHQWLDPLR
parere convincenti, che in Dione è confluito, in modo indipendente da Livio e dallo stesso 
Polibio, materiale molto antico, al più tardi del II secolo a.C.:65 frammenti di tradizioni 
FRQWHPSRUDQHH³]HLWJHQ|VVLVFKH=HXJQLVIUDJPHQWH´66 e di tradizioni in ogni caso anteriori 
a Polibio.  
 Per quanto concerne in particolare il rapporto con Livio (meglio, in questo caso, con 
OD FRVLGGHWWD ³WUDGL]LRQH OLYLDQD´ VL SRVVRQR LQ SDUWLFRODUH FLWDUH TXDWWUR HVHPSL67 (i) la 
spedizione di L. Cornelio Scipione in Corsica e Sardegna del 259, su cui OD ³WUDGL]LRQH
OLYLDQD´/LY perioch. 17; Val. Max. 5.1.2; Oros. 4.7.11), secondo cui essa fu coronata da un 
pieno successo, è smentita da Dione (Zonar. 8.11), secondo cui la Sardegna fu abbandonata; 
XQDYHUVLRQHTXHVWDFKHWURYDULVFRQWURQHOO¶LVFUL]LRne funeraria del console (CIL I2 9); (ii) la 
SDFH GL /XWD]LR GRYH DOOD YHUVLRQH QRWD D/LYLR FKHPHQ]LRQD O¶LPPHGLDWD FHVVLRne della 
Sardegna (22.54.11; cf. Ampel. 46.2; Eutrop. 3.2.2; Oros., hist., 4.11.2; vir. ill. 41.2),68 si 
contrappone quella più attendibile di Dione (Zonar. 8.17.4; cf. già Polyb. 1.63.3), che parla 
GHOOH³LVROH´WUD,WDOLDH6LFLOLDLLLODVSHGL]LRQHGL$S&ODXGLR&DXGH[FRQWUR,HURQHGRYH
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 Schwartz 1899, 1693. 
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 Simons 2009, 167±177. 
62
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Dione (Zonar. 8.9.8±SDUODGHOO¶LQVXFFHVVRGHOODPDUFLDVX6LUDFXVDFRQWUR OD³WUDGL]LRne 
OLYLDQD´ )ORU (XWU 2URV  LY OD VFRQILWWD GL$$WLOLR&DODWLQR DOOH
Lipari, che diventa una vittoria neOOD³WUDGL]LRQHOLYLDQD´2URV Hist. 4.8.5; Vir. Ill. 39.2).69 
7UDOHWUDFFHGL³WUDGL]LRQLFRQWHPSRUDQHH´SRVVLDPRDQQRYHUDUHOHDQDORJLHWUDO¶HORJLRGL
Duilio e il testo di Zonara (8.10.6±11.5),70 riguardanti la gerarchia dei comandanti cartaginesi 
nel 26071; il bottino raccolto nella battaglia di Milazzo;72 il fatto che Duilio sia stato il primo 
console romano ad avere armato e allestito una flotta73.   
 Mi sembra significativo che a conclusioni identiche a quelle di Bleckmann sia giunto 
nello stesso anno Zecchini, a proposito di un episodio della seconda guerra punica: il ritorno 
di Scipione Africano a Roma nel 206 a.C.74 La versione di Dione (F 57.53±56), secondo la 
quale il senato ordinò a Scipione di abbandonare la Spagna, rappresenta una tradizione 
DQWHULRUH DOO¶LPPDJLQH LGHDOL]]DWD GHOO¶$IULFDQR JLj FRPSOHWDPHQWH HODERUDWD LQ 3ROLELR H
ripresa in seguito da Livio. Anche in questo caso Dione conserva la traccia di una tradizione 
³VFRPSDUVD´ SUH-polibiana, che può evidentemente aver trovato in una fonte successiva a 




3HUTXDQWRULJXDUGDODSULPDPHWjGHO,,VHFRORD&XQ¶DQDOLVLHVDXVWLYDdelle fonti di Dione 
ancora manca. Schwartz individuava, in questa sezione, chiare tracce di Polibio: egli lasciava 
                                                          
69
 Per altri esempi cf. Bleckmann 2002, 208 n. 3. 
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 Bleckmann 2002, 125±131. Bleckmann è perfettamente consapevole che si tratta di tradizioni molto antiche, 
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allo studioso tedesco la tesi secondo cui Dione farebbe ricorso a fonti pre-polibiane.  
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GL0LOD]]R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EDWWXWR D6HJHVWD LO VXSHULRUHJHUDUFKLFR HUDTXHVW¶XOWLPR$VGUXEDOH q DSSXQWR LO 





 ,O GDWR GHOO¶LVFUL]LRQH O  [c]lasesque navales primos ornavet pa[ravetque]), trova riscontro in Zonara 
(8.11.1), ma non in Polibio (1.21.1±3), secondo cui Duilio assunse il comando della flotta già pienamente 
allestita.  
74
 Zecchini 2002, 99±103. 
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DSHUWR LO SUREOHPD GHOO¶LPSLHJR GLUHWWR RSSXUH PHGLDWR75 ma escludeva in ogni caso che 
O¶HYHQWXDOHPHGLDWRUHIRVVH/LYLR3LUHFHQWHPHQWH6imons si è soffermato su alcuni episodi 
particolari, escludendo che Dione dipenda qui da Polibio/Livio. Un esempio può essere 
O¶HSLVRGLR GHOOD VRVWD GL$QWLRFR ,,, D &DOFLGH QHO  SHU LO TXDOH DOOD FULWLFD GL 3ROLELR
(20.8.1±5), di carattere politico-militare, Livio (36.11.1±5) affianca anche quella morale, 
LQFHQWUDWD VXOOD ULODVVDWH]]DGHOOH WUXSSH FKH/LYLR WUDHGDXQ¶DOWUD IRQWH VHFRQGR6LPRQV
Valerio Anziate): la critica morale è la sola presente in Dione (F 64),76 che dunque 
continuerebbe a usare qui una delle fonti pre-liviane da lui impiegate per la seconda guerra 
punica. Si può aggiungere che anche per la guerra acaica (F 71.1±2), Dione non ha utilizzato 
Polibio.77 Egli non sembra interessato a una ricostruzione dettagliata delle schermaglie 
dipORPDWLFKHWUD$FKHLH6SDUWDQLSHUO¶DPEDVFHULDGL/$XUHOLR2UHVWHDPPHWWHODVWRULFLWj
GHOO¶DJJUHVVLRQHFRQWURLlegati Romani, che Polibio (38.9.1) nega; parla esplicitamente della 
ORUR³IXJD´TXHVWRGHWWDJOLRqRYYLDPHQWHDVVHQWHLQ3ROLELRHVLULtrova invece in Giustino 
(34.1.8), cioè nella sua fonte Pompeo Trogo. Dione condivide con Giustino/Trogo anche la 
ULIOHVVLRQH VXOOD QHFHVVLWj GL ³GLYLGHUH LQ TXDOFKH PRGR LO PRQGR JUHFR SHU LQGHEROLUOR´
HLQJHQHUDOHVHPEUDFRQVLGHUDUHO¶LQWHUYHQWo in Acaia e a Corinto come un conflitto 
regionale, specie se confrontato con la contemporanea guerra punica. In definitiva, quello di 
'LRQHqXQSXQWRGLYLVWDSLHQDPHQWH³URPDQR´SURSULRFRPHSLHQDPHQWH³URPDQR´DSSDUH
il suo punto di vista sulla prima JXHUUDSXQLFDVHDFFHWWLDPRO¶DQDOLVLGL%OHFNPDQQÊVWDWR
GHO UHVWRRVVHUYDWR FKH OD ³FRPSUHVVLRQHQDUUDWLYD´78 che sembra caratterizzare la seconda 
decade di Dione (il periodo 264±150 a.C. era trattato in soli undici libri: 11±21), può essere 
spiegato proprio col fatto che Polibio rimaneva il modello di riferimento per questo arco 
FURQRORJLFR³2QSRXYDLWGRQF OHSDUFRXULUjQRXYHDXXQSHXKkWLYHPHQWRQSRXYDLWDXVVL
FKHUFKHUG¶DXWUHVYHUVLRQVTXHODYHUVLRQSRO\ELHQQHHWOHVLQVpUHUGDQVVDQDUUDWLRQ, mais on 
JDUGDLW GpVRUPDLV FRQVFLHQFH TXH OD YHUVLRQ GH 3RO\EH pWDLW ³OD´ YHUVLRQ pWDEOLH GH OD
FRQTXrWHURPDLQHGHO¶KpJpPRQLHPRQGLDOH´79 
 Per la seconda metà del II secolo a.C., infine, alle difficoltà consuete, legate allo stato 
frammentario del testo GL 'LRQH VL DJJLXQJH O¶DVVHQ]D GHOO¶HSLWRPH GL =RQDUD FKH VL
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interrompe col libro 21) e la perdita di Livio.80 Tuttavia anche qui sono numerose le 
divergenze rispetto alle periochae H DOOH IRQWL GHOOD FRVLGGHWWD ³WUDGL]LRQH OLYLDQD´ H
comunque con 2URVLR FKH q FHUWDPHQWH ³OLYLDQR´81 Oltre alla guerra acaica, cui ho 
DFFHQQDWRVRSUDYDOHODSHQDGLULFKLDPDUHO¶DWWHQ]LRQHVXOIUDPPHQWRULJXDUGDQWHLOGLEDWWLWR
senatorio del 136 sul foedus Numantinum (F 79.1±3). 82 Questo frammento ci trasmette 
O¶XQLca versione comprendente anche gli argomenti dei sostenitori di C. Ostilio Mancino e dei 
Numantini stessi. Questa versione esprime uno stadio più antico della tradizione, rispetto a 
quello della principale fonte parallela, cioè Appiano (Iber., 83.358±360), il cui resoconto è 
LQFHQWUDWRVXOFRQFHWWRGL³SDFHLJQRPLQLRVD´SUHVHQWHDQFKHLQWXWWHOHDOWUHIRQWL83 Questo 
frammento va confrontato con quello sul foedus Caudinum (F 36.16), che costituisce il 
SUHFHGHQWH DQFKH ³VWRULRJUDILFR´ GHO foedus Numantinum: DQFK¶HVVR XQ unicum, nel senso 
FKHFRQVHUYDLOULFRUGRGLXQDYHUVLRQHLQFXLO¶DFFRUGRFRQL6DQQLWLGRSR&DXGLRQRQVROR
era stato rispettato, ma era anche stato accorto con un certo sollievo.84 I due frammenti 
dipendono forse dalla stessa fonte, che per il dibattito del 136 rimanda indubbiamente alla 
testimonianza oculare di un senatore: la versione di questo testimone può essere giunta a 
Dione direttamente o tramite la mediazione di una fonte abbastanza risalente da non essere 
influenzata dalla vulgata post-sillana.    
 Le affinità, non numerose, dei frammenti della terza decade di Dione con Diodoro 
(p.e. Cass. Dio F 73.1 / Diod. Sic. 33 F 1.1±2; Cass. Dio F 75 / Diod. Sic. 33 F 19), con 
Plutarco (p.e. Cass. Dio F 83.8 / Plut. Ti. Gr. 13.6) e con Appiano (p.e. Cass. Dio F 70.7 / 
App. Lib. 101.474±475) si spiegano con il ricorso a fonti comuni. Vale la pena di citare il 
frammento sugli ultimi giorni di vita di Tiberio Gracco, dove Dione (F 83.8) commette lo 
stesso errore di Plutarco (Ti. Gr. 13.6), cioè la menzione dei figli di Tiberio, condotti dal 
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 /HRJJHWWLYHGLIILFROWjGLXQ¶DQDOLVLVXOOHIRQWLGLTXHVWDVH]LRQHLQGXVVHUR6FKZDUW]DGHVLVWHUHGDOO¶LPSUHVD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in Appiano il dibattito verte sulla responsabilità della sconfitta e del conseguente trattato, che Mancino 
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tribuno nel foro (si trattava in realtà del figlio: Val. Max. 9.7.2; App. B. Civ. 1.14.62). La 
FROORFD]LRQH GHOO¶HSLVRGLR LQ 3OXWDUFR H LQ 'LRQH q SHUz GLYHUVD 'LRQH OR SRQH
QHOO¶LPPHGLDWD YLJLOLD GHOO¶XFFLVLRQH GHO WULEXQR q OD YHUVLRQH FRUUHWWD JLj DWWHVWDWD LQ
Appiano), Plutarco lo anticipa di diverse settimane. È perciò chiaro che Dione non ha 
utilizzato Plutarco, ma che i due autori dipendono da una fonte comune. Ora, secondo Gellio 
(2.13.1; 2.13.5), Sempronio Asellione utilizzò appunto il plurale liberi per indicare il figlio di 
7LEHULR*UDFFR³VHFRQGRO¶XVRGHJOLDQWLFKLRUDWRULHVFULWWRULGLVWRULDRGLSRHVLD´/¶HUURUH
di Plutarco e di Dione risale dunque ad Asellione, anche se questo non significa che Dione lo 
utilizzasse direttamente.85 
 Una fonte contemporanea che Dione poté forse utilizzare è invece Rutilio Rufo:86 
tribunus militum sotto Scipione Emiliano a Numanzia, legatus di Metello in Numidia, 
giurista, discepolo di Panezio, autore di una Storia romana LQJUHFRHGLXQ¶DXWRELRJUDILDLQ
latino, Rutilio fu fonte di Plutarco (Mar. 28.8; Pomp. 37.4) e di Appiano (Iber. 38.382), e 
ancora Gellio poteva leggerlo direttamente (come dimostra 6.14.10): almeno alcune delle 
analogie fra Dione e Plutarco e fra Dione ed Appiano potrebbero derivare da questa fonte 
comune.87 ,OULWUDWWRGL0DULR)qXQ¶DXWHQWLFDLQYHWWLYDFHUWRLOSLVHYHURWUDTXHOOL
FKH O¶DQWLFKLWj FL DEELD WUDVPHVVR LQ OLQHD FRQ OD FRVWDQWH WHQGHQ]D DQWL-mariana dei 
frammenti di Dione.88 /DSUHVHQWD]LRQHGL0DULRFRPHXQ³VRYYHUVLYR«DPLFRGL WXWWD OD
SOHEDJOLD´ )  FRQWUDSSRVWR D 0HWHOOR ³YLQFLWRUH PRUDOH´ GHOOD JXHUUD JLXJXUWLQD )
89.3), si adatta perfettamente a Rutilio, che Plutarco (Mar. 28.8) definisce come uno storico 
del tutto degno di fede, tranne quando parlava di Mario. Plutarco cita al questo proposito 
O¶DFFXVDGL5XWLOLRD0DULRGLDYHU³FRPSUDWR´ODVXDHOH]LRQHDOFRQVRODWRSHULO2UD
proprio poche righe prima di questa citazione, nello stesso capitolo (28.6), Plutarco afferma 
che Mario non sopportava Metello, il quale nella sua strenua opposizione al suo avversario 
LQFDUQDYD O¶ΥἀȡİĲΥ? ΥἀȜȘșȒȢ4XHVWHSDUROH ULFKLDPDQR O¶DIIHUPD]LRQHFKHFKLXGH LO)GL
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 Con tutta la prudenza del caso, credo che non vi siano elementi per ammettere che Dione abbia utilizzato 
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Dione, sulla ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȣ įȩȟĮ di Mario, intesa come una reputazione infondata, frutto della sua 
ʌİȡȚĲȑȤȞȘıȚȢ (la calliditas H GHOO¶ΥἀȖĮșΥ? ĲȪȤȘ:89 XQ¶DIIHUPD]LRQH FKH QRQ WURYD ULVFRQWUL LQ
WXWWRLOUHVWRGHOODWUDGL]LRQH$PLRSDUHUHOD³YHUDvirtus´ GL0HWHOORHOD³IDOVDvirtus´GL
Mario dovevano essere originariamente contrapposte e trovarsi nella stessa fonte e nel 
medesimo contesto. Come chiarisce Plutarco, il contesto sono le elezioni consolari per il 100, 
dove si fronteggiarono appunto Mario e Metello, e il primo non solo ottenne la rielezione ma 
riuscì a non fare eleggere il rivale; la fonte è un testimone diretto, e fazioso, degli 
avvenimenti: appunto il legatus di Metello e nemico di Mario, Rutilio Rufo,90 che Plutarco 
FLWD 1RQ q IRUVH XQ FDVR FKH OD WHVWLPRQLDQ]D SL DPSLD VXOOR ³VFDQGDORVR´ processo a 





Livio. Considerato che più della metà della Storia romana di Dione (i libri 1±55) sarebbe 
stata consacrata agli otto secoli trattati da Livio (che era arrivato, in 142 libri, al 9 a.C.), il 
SURJHWWRGLFRPSRUUHXQ¶RSHUDRULJLQDOHLPSOLFDYDQHFHVVDULDPHQWHORVIRU]RGLDQGDUH³DOGL
Oj´ GL /LYLR RVVLD O¶LPSHJQR D YDORUL]]DUH LO SL possibile fonti che questi non aveva 
utilizzato o comunque a fare ricorso alle sue stesse fonti, ma in modo diretto e attraverso una 
selezione originale del materiale. Tra queste fonti, vi erano certamente Valerio Anziate e, per 
la seconda guerra punica, Celio Antipatro. A questi possiamo aggiungere con ogni probabilità 
Q. Elio Tuberone. Già individuato da Zecchini come fonte di Dione per la guerra gallica di 
&HVDUH GL FXL 'LRQH FRQVHUYD ³O¶XQLFD RUJDQLFD YHUVLRQH DQWLFHVDULDQD´91 Tuberone era 
però storico ab urbe conditaVXVFHWWLELOHTXLQGLGLHVVHUHLPSLHJDWRGD'LRQHSHUO¶LQVLHPH
GHOODVXDRSHUDO¶LPSLHJRGL7XEHURQHVHPEUDSHUHVHPSLRSUREDELOHSHULOUDFFRQWRUHODWLYR
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fonte vicina agli avvenimenti e particolarmente avversa a Mario. Questo non significa ovviamente che il nostro 
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SHULFRORVRSHUORVWDWRFI0DLQDOWULFRQWHVWLGHOO¶RSHUDO¶LPPDJLQHGL Mario è più in chiaroscuro: nel 
discorso di Catulo, ad esempio, Mario è un ΥἄȡȚıĲȠȢ divenuto țȐțȚıĲȠȢ, a causa dei molti poteri di cui è stato 
investito successivamente (36.31.3); il Mario dei frammenti è, per così dire, țȐțȚıĲȠȢ ĳȪıİȚ. 
91
 Zecchini 1978, 189. 
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al supplizio di M. Atilio Regolo (Zonar. 8.15.6±7) (per cui non si può peraltro escludere 
O¶LPSLHJRGL&6HPSURQLR7XGLWDQR TXLQGL GL XQ DOWUR DXWRUH GHO ,, VHFROR D&92 Più in 
JHQHUDOHXQDXWRUHFRPH7XEHURQHSRWHYDDWWLUDUH O¶DWWHQ]LRQHGL'LRQH WHQXWRFRQWRGHOOD
sua attività di giurista e dei suoi interessi per lo ius publicum (cf. Pompon. Dig. 1.2.2.46), 
FRQVLGHUDWR FKH O¶HYROX]LRQHGHOOH LVWLWX]LRQL qXQQXFOHR WHPDWLFR IRQGDPHQWDOHGL WXWWD OD
Storia romana.93  
 Ma non intendo ovviamente aggiungere nomi: rischieremmo di ritrovarci negli 
³HFFHVVL´GHOODQuellenforschung ottocentesca, di cui parla Bleckmann nel testo da me citato 
DOO¶LQL]LR94 Ciò che mi preme qui è il ricorso sistematico a fonti pre-liviane e la 
valorizzazione, ove possibile, di tradizioni molto antiche: fatto che implica, da parte dello 
storico, una preciVDVFHOWD,QTXHVWRQRQF¶qQXOODGLVRUSUHQGHQWH,OUHFXSHURGHOOHIRQWLSUH-
OLYLDQHHUDXQ¶HVLJHQ]DDYYHUWLWDGD WHPSRJLjQHO ,, VHFRORG& VWRULFL FRPH$SSLDQRHG
HUXGLWL FRPH *HOOLR VL HUDQR FDUDWWHUL]]DWL SHU OD ORUR WHQGHQ]D D ³ULVDOLUH DOOH IRQWL´
VXSHUDQGRSHUFRVuGLUH/LYLRHOD WUDGL]LRQHDXJXVWHDVXOO¶HWjUHSXEEOLFDQD95 Questa stessa 
tendenza è ancora visibile, in epoca severiana, nei frammenti di Ulpiano, nei quali le citazioni 
dei testi dei giuristi repubblicani sono particolarmente numerose.96 È in questo contesto che 
trovano giustificazione il progetto dioneo di una grande storia romana ab urbe condita, la 
ripresa di un modello storiografico abbandonato dopo Livio e la ricerca di tradizioni 
³VFRPSDUVH´FKHTXHVW¶XOWLPRQRQDYHYDYDORULzzato.  
 Questo sforzo di risalire alle fonti di Livio, o a fonti che Livio non aveva utilizzato, 
non implica ovviamente che Dione sia sempre attendibile: il racconto della battaglia ad 
Veserim ne costituisce un chiaro esempio.97 Del resto è chiaro che alcune delle fonti più 
antiche, che Livio poteva ancora consultare, non saranno più state disponibili al tempo di 
Dione. Ma se il ricorso a fonti pre-liviane non è una garanzia di attendibilità, esso però colma 
in qualche modo il divario cronologico tra Livio e Dione. In altre parole: il fatto che Dione 
scriva due secoli dopo Livio perde in parte la sua importanza, poiché le fonti di cui egli si 
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serve si situano allo stesso livello cronologico delle fonti di Livio e poiché le tradizioni che 
esse conservano possono essere in taluni casi anteriori a quelle attestate da Livio.98 
 Gli esempi qui presi in esame, che comprendono diversi passi che Schwartz non 
DYHYDSUHVRLQFRQVLGHUD]LRQHFRQIHUPDQROHVXDFRQFOXVLRQLYDOHDGLUHO¶LQGLSHQGHQza di 
'LRQHULVSHWWRD/LYLRODVWHVVDLQGLSHQGHQ]DFKH'LRQHPRVWUDDQFKHQHLVXRLOLEUL³WDUGR-
UHSXEEOLFDQL´ H ³DXJXVWHL´ /H YDULDQWL GHOOD YHUVLRQH GLRQHD GL FXL KR TXL IRUQLWR DOFXQL
esempi, sono non solo numerose, ma soprattutto ben distribuite in WXWWR O¶DUFR GHL OLEUL
³UHSXEEOLFDQL´ IUDPPHQWDUL H QR 4XHOOD GL 'LRQH QRQ IX GXQTXH XQD imitiatio né una 
continuatio Livii,99 ma un lavoro di riscrittura della storia romana repubblicana. Il ricorso 
preferenziale a fonti pre-liviane era parte integrante del suo stesso metodo di lavoro e del suo 
SURJHWWR,QTXHVWRVHQVRFRPHGLFHYRDOO¶LQL]LRSHUFRPSUHQGHUH'LRQHQRQVLSXzPHWWHUH
da parte la Quellenforschung: è proprio Dione a metterci sulla strada, dato che il primo 
frammento (F 1.2) riguarda propriRO¶HVDXVWLYLWjGHOOHVXHOHWWXUHRVVLDDSSXQWROHVXHfonti. 
1HO VXR VIRU]R SURJUDPPDWLFR SHU DQGDUH ³DO GL Oj´ GL /LYLR 'LRQH HODERUD XQD YHUVLRQH
alternativa della storia di Roma, basata, da un lato, su una documentazione inedita o 
trascurata e vista, GDOO¶DOWURDWWUDYHUVRXQD OHQWHRULJLQDOHTXHOORGHL UHJLPLSROLWLFLHGHOOH
istituzioni,100 della loro origine e della loro evoluzione.101 
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For the writers of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the reign of Constantine VII was a 
failure. Coming to the throne as a boy, the immature Constantine appears as little more than a 
cypher in the hands of his relatives and court chamberlains. Later he was dominated by his 
father-in-law, his co-emperor Romanus I. When he eventually began ruling in his own right, 
malevolent historians, like the eleventh century polymath, Michael Psellus, accused him of 
indolence and apathy. Others, such as Scylitzes, Cedrenus, and Zonaras, added the vices of 
ELEXORXVQHVVDQGSROLWLFDOPDODGPLQLVWUDWLRQ%XWZKHQZHWXUQWRYHUGLFWVRI&RQVWDQWLQH¶V
coevals, we get a different picture. One contemporary, with perhaps a whiff of Thucydidean 
rhetoric, caOOHG KLP ³by natural inclination and intention a lover of beauty and the most 
learned of all tKH HPSHURUV WKDW KDYH HYHU EHHQ´ (ΥἄȜȜȦȢ Ĳİ ĳȚȜȠțȐȜȠȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĳȪıȚȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ʌȡȠĮȓȡİıȚȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȫʌȠĲİ ȕĮıȚȜȑȦȞ ȜȠȖȚȦĲȐĲȠȣ.1 An anonymous poet, writing in neat 
Byzantine dodecasyllabic veUVHV DGGUHVVHG&RQVWDQWLQH DV ³the discoverer and provider of 
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 Genesius 1. proem. [ed. Lesmüller-Werner and Thurn].  
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every dHSDUWPHQWRI FXOWXUH DQGZLVGRP´.2 The impulse for flattery, of course, may infuse 
these judgements. Yet perhaps these words were not entirely undeserved.  
 It is a matter of historical fact that the tenth century was a period of energetic 
intellectual activity centred on the imperial court at Constantinople, a reality not overlooked 
by the otherwise ambivalent Scylitzes.3 The age of Constantine VII was the heroic age of 
copying and compilation. History, and more specifically, classicising history was back in 
vogue.4 :LWKWKLVLQPLQGWKHZRUGVRI&RQVWDQWLQH¶VHQFRPLDVWVGRUHYHDOVRPHWKLQJRIWKH
spirit of the age. Indeed, modern judgements have been more in-line with the views of 
&RQVWDQWLQH¶VFRQWHPSRUDULHVWKDQWKRVHRIKLVHOHYHQWKDQGWZHOIWKFHQWXU\GHWUDFWRUV/LNH
WKH OHJDFLHVRI&RQVWDQWLQH¶VRFFLGHQWDOSUHFXUVRUV$OIUHG WKH*UHDW DQG&KDUOHPDJQH WKH
cultural legacy of Constantine VII and his father Leo VI transcended the political or military 
successes (and setbacks) of their lifetimes.  
 This chapter considers the most ambitious historiographical products of that age²the 
Excerpta Constantiniana. Alongside the invaluable Epitome of Histories by Zonaras,5 the 
Excerpta provides our most useful and important source for reconstructing the lost books of 
'LR¶V5HJDODQG(DUO\5HSXEOLFDQQDUUDWLYHV6 Despite the important work recently devoted 
to the Excerpta and their place in the literary culture of Constantinople under the Macedonian 
dynasty, there are still many questions that need addressing²not least the degree to which 
this great work may be approached as a self-contained work of history.7 My chapter falls into 
three sections. First, as a prolegomenon to the study of the Excerpta, and indeed to many of 
the contributions to this volume, I shall look briefly at the preservation of Dio in late-Antique 
and Early Byzantine works before the tenth century in order to provide a degree of context 
                                                          
2
 Janus 1895, 285. )RUWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIWKHµ&RQVWDQWLQH¶RIWKHSRHPZLWK&RQVWDQWLQH9,,VHH&DPHURQ
1984. The translation is that of Cameron.  
3
 Skylitzes [pp. 237±238 Bonn].  
4
 For trends in tenth-century historiography, and in particular the adaptation of classical biographical forms, see 
Jenkins 1954; Scott 1981.   
5
 For Zonaras and Dio, note the contribution of Fromentin in this volume, and the general study of Mallan 
(forthcoming). Note also, Moscovich 1983; Simons 2009, 25±32. 
6
 Brief outlines of the presence of Dio in the excerpta has been given by (inter alios) Mazzucchi 1979, 131±134 
and Millar 1964, 1±2.  
7
 Since the important work of Büttner-Wobst 1906 and Lemerle 1971, the study of the Excerpta has benefitted 
greatly in recent years from the studies of Roberto 2008; Treadgold 2013, 153±165; and especially the 
palaeographical and interpretative work of Németh 2010; Németh 2013; and Németh 2015.    
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for the following discussion about the ways in which Dio was tackled by the Constantinian 
excerptors. The second section will turn to the extant corpus of the Excerpta itself, and 
specifically the possible methods employed in its compilation. In the third and final section, I 
will consider the patterns of material preserved in the Excerpta, specifically that which is 
GHULYHGIURPWKHKLVWRULDQVRI5RPH¶V5HJDOSDVWDQGZKDWWKHVHSDWWHUQVPLJKWWHOOXVDERXW
the place of the Regal Period in mid-tenth century Byzantine thought.  
 
Reception and Transmission of Dio from Late Antiquity to the Tenth Century  
 
/LWWOHLVNQRZQDERXWWKHIDWHRI'LR¶VKLVWRU\IROORZLQJLWVFRPSOHWLRQVRPHWLPHDIWHU
It seems reasonable to assume that, following the usual practice for the circulation of texts in 
DQWLTXLW\FRSLHVRI'LR¶VKLVWRU\ZHUHGLVWULEXWHGDPRQJ'LR¶s immediate circle of friends²
perhaps those in Italy as well as those in his native Nicaea.8 Writing perhaps as early as the 
V +HURGLDQ VHHPV WR KDYH EHHQ ZHOO DZDUH RI 'LR¶V KLVWRU\ DOWKRXJK WKH SUHFLVH
relationship between the two historians remains contentious.9 $W DQ\ UDWH +HURGLDQ¶V
interests lay with the later books, and he may not haYH ERWKHUHG ZLWK 'LR¶V SUH-Imperial 
QDUUDWLYH %\ WKH ODWHU IRXUWK FHQWXU\ ZH PD\ DVVXPH WKDW 'LR¶V ZRUN ZDV FRSLHG LQ
Constantinople and elsewhere in the Eastern Roman Empire, but also seemingly in the West 
as well. Our earliest manuscript, the late fifth century Codex Vaticanus graecus 1288 appears 
to be of Italian provenance.10 -RUGDQHV FLWHV 'LR WKUHH WLPHV SHUKDSV YLD &DVVLRGRUXV¶V
Getica, which may provide a further link to the survival of Dio in late antique Italy, if not for 
the direct use of our Vatican manuscript. After this, Dio seems to have been unread in the 
west until the time of Cardinal Bessarion in the fifteenth century, and the fragmentary early 
books not until much later.  
 In the east by the sixth century the picture is very different. Petrus Patricius had 
DFFHVV WRD WH[WRI'LR7KH IUDJPHQWVRI3HWUXV¶ZRUNZKHUHZHFDQPDNHDFRPSDULVRQ
indicate that he worked closely with the text of the Roman History in front of him, although 
                                                          
8




 :LOVRQ  7KLVPDQXVFULSW FRQWDLQV'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH HPSHURUV0DFULQXV DQG (ODJDEDOXV LQ
somewhat lacunose form.  
 82 
 
he does occasionally deviate from his model in terms of diction and emphasis.11 Yet the 
LPSHULDOVFRSHRI3HWUXV¶KLVWRU\PHDQWWKDWKHVHHPVWRKDYHXVHG'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRQO\IURP
WKHSHULRGRI-XOLXV&DHVDURQZDUGV%XW3HWUXV¶FRHYDO-RKQ/\GXVSURYLGHVWZRIUDJPHQWV
IURP'LR¶V HDUO\KLVWRU\RI WKHNLQJV the first in the de Magistratibus (F 6.1a) concerning 
Romulus, the second in the de Mensibus (F 6.7) on the month January.12 A third fragment 
IURP 'LR¶V 5HJDO QDUUDWLYH )  ZKLFK LV SUHVHUYHG LQ WKH OHJDO scholia on the tenth 
century law code, the Basilica, may too be traced back to sixth century Constantinople, and 
specifically to that circle of legal scholars working on the codification of Roman Law.13 
 At the turn of the seventh century we come across the first important collection of 
extracts from the Regal and pre-Pompeian narratives of the Roman History in the form of the 
anonymous grammatical text titled ʌİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ On Syntax). The manuscript which 
contains the On Syntax, amongst other grammatical texts, dates to the late tenth century,14 but 
the texts included in the collection are of far greater antiquity. In the case of the On Syntax, it 
has been argued convincingly by Petrova in her new edition of the text that its origins lie in 
the grammatical and rhetorical schools of late sixth or early seventh century Gaza, thus 
confirming the speculation of Mazzucchi regarding the date of the work.15 The On Syntax 
preserves some 141 short quotations from Cassius Dio. The texts excerpted by the 
anonymous grammaticus are exclusively historical texts, and the fragments are arranged 
alphabetically according to a keyword principle. More importantly, our grammaticus appears 
to have taken care to record the specific book number from which the extract was taken. 
Prima facie, this provides a boon to those wishing to reconstruct a lost narrative, such as in 
the case of Cassius Dio. However, as has been demonstrated long ago by Boissevain in the 
case of the Dio fragments, and more recently by Brodersen in the case of those from Appian, 
these numbers are not always reconcilable with the book divisions in the transmitted texts of 
                                                          
11
 3HWUXV¶VW\OHLVFULWLFLVHGE\0HQDQGHU3URWHFWRUF. 6.2 Blockley = ES (Menander) F 11). Indeed, some of 
WKHIUDJPHQWVRI3HWUXV¶SDUDSKUDVHVRI'LRVKRZDFHUWDLQSHQFKDQWIRU/DWLQORDQZRUGV 
12
 The fragment from the de Magistratibus would seemingly provide the earliest testimonium for the erroneous 
attribution of the cognomen Cocceianus to Dio. Pace Gowing 1990, 49, who identifies Photius as the earliest 
surviving source for this error. Boissevain (1.14) assigns the second of these fragments (F 6.7) to Cedrenus. 
+RZHYHU KH QHJOHFWHG WR SRLQW RXW WKDW &HGUHQXV RU SHUKDSV EHWWHU &HGUHQXV¶ VRXUFH SVHXGR-Symeon) 
excerpted the passage from Lydus (Mens. 4.2 [= p. 66 ed. Wuensch]).    
13
 For the Justinianic origins of much of the scholia on the Basilica, see Schiller 1978, 61±62.   
14
 For the date, note Brodersen 1990, 49; Petrova 2006, xiii.  
15
 Petrova 2006, xxviii; cf. Mazzucchi 1979, 123. 
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these authors.16 Indeed, 21 of the book citations for the Dio fragments are demonstrably false, 
whereas by way of contrast, only 36 are demonstrably correct. While this does limit the 
usefulness of these book numbers, it should not cause us too much dismay. The transmission 
of Greek numbers is notoriously susceptible to corruption,17 and it seems that this is the most 
likely explanation for these discrepancies.  
 Also of the seventh century is the Historical Chronicle of John of Antioch. Like 
3HWUXV3DWULFLXV-RKQVHHPVWRKDYHGUDZQKHDYLO\IURP'LR¶VKLVWRU\DVDVXEVLGLDU\VRXUFH
for Roman history, but mainly for the Caesarian and post-Caesarian narrative.18 For the Regal 
Period John seems to have preferred to work from a (presumably) Greek translation of 
Eutropius.19 Two fragments, one pertaining to the character of Romulus, the other to 
Tarquinius Superbus, are patently drawn from a source independent of Eutropius.20 Dindorf, 
and later Boissevain and Cary, assigned the first of these fragments to an ultimately Dionian 
provenance (Cass. Dio F 6.1aa = EI (John) 6 = Joh. Ant. F 11 Mariev). However, as this is the 
only passage of supposed Dionian provenance included by John in his Regal or Early 
Republican narrative, it would appear safer to consign it to a category of dubious fragments 
RI'LR¶VKLVWRUy.   
 Chronologically speaking, the next collection which contains fragments from the 
early books of Cassius Dio, although (curiously) not his Regal narrative, is that ascribed 
erroneously to the seventh century theologian, iconophile, and occasional (albeit 
unsuccessful) political player, Maximus the Confessor. The textual tradition of the 
Florilegium of commonplaces is complex, and is the product of several generations of 
redaction, similar to the transmission of the Greek Anthology.21 Indeed, the textual tradition 
of the Florilegium LVVRPHWKLQJRIDPDUH¶VQHVWDQGGHILHVVXFFLQFWH[SRVLWLRQ(VVHQWLDOO\
                                                          
16
 Dio: Boissevain 1, liv-lvi; Appian: Brodersen 1990. See also Rich 2016, 6±8.  
17
 Hall 1911, 180.   
18
 Cf. Mariev 2009, 35.  
19
 Several translations of Eutropius were produced in late Antiquity, although the most famous (extant) one by 
/LEDQLXV¶SXSLO3DHDQLXVGRHVQRWDSSHDUWRKDYHEHHQXVHGE\-RKQ 
20
 Joh. Ant. F 110 [Mariev] = F 67.2 [Roberto]. Roberto 2005, 134 suspects the passage may be a conflation of 
Eutr. 1.8 and D.H. AR 4.41.1±4.  
21
 Sibylle ,KP¶V QHZ HGLWLRQ RI WKH Florilegium must replace the hitherto standard (albeit inadequate) 
seventeenth century edition of François Combefis reprinted in J.P. Migne PG 91 cols. 721±,KP¶VWH[WLV
primarily a critical edition of one of the MaxII group texts, MaxU, which is in some ways unique in its order and 
selection of material. Her method of double citation is to MaxU and to the MaxII tradition.  
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the text of the Florilegium has been transmitted in two major recensions, designated by Ihm 
as MaxI and MaxII. The fragments from Dio are found only in the MaxII. The putative Ur-
text for these two recensions may date to as early as the second half of the seventh century, 
although the origins of the MaxII collection as we have it may be dated to some time between 
the late ninth and early eleventh centuries. For convenience, it seems best to refer to the 
whole tradition as that of pseudo-Maximus.    
 The Florilegium may be viewed generally as a gnomological work²insofar as it is a 
collection of morally edifying quotations. As with many similar commonplace books and 
collections of sententiae throughout the ages, the Florilegium is sub-divided and its contents 
arranged according to category (i.e. țĮĲΥ? ȖȑȞȠȢ, such as Concerning the life of virtue and 
vice (ʌİȡΥὶ ȕȓȠȣΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢțĮΥὶ țĮțȓĮȢ) or Concerning marital fidelity and chastity (ʌİȡΥὶ ΥἀȖȞİȓĮȢ 
țĮΥὶ ıȦĳȡȠıȪȞȘȢ ,QDQGRIWKHPVHOYHVVXFKGLYLVLRQVZHUHQRWUDGLFDODQGLQPDQ\FDVHV
overlap with those employed by John of Stobi in his fifth century Florilegium, and in fact, it 
is clear that pseudo-0D[LPXV GUHZ XSRQ 6WREDHXV¶ FROOHFWLRQ IRU KLV FLWDWLRQV IURP
philosophical texts.22 Yet it seems possible that pseudo-Maximus worked with at least some 
texts directly rather than through intermediary sources. Within his rubrics, pseudo-Maximus 
excerpted short passages from the Bible, patristic writers and commentators, and also 
classical secular texts²ranging from works of philosophy to history and rhetoric.23 The 
identities of the cited authorities were important for pseudo-Maximus, and most of the 
fragments contain an acknowledgement of the author of the particular excerpt. Thus, Dio is 
YDULRXVO\VW\OHG³Dio the chrRQRJUDSKHU´RUPRUHIUHTXHQWO\³'LRWKH5RPDQ´,24 and is thus 
differentiated from Dio Chrysostom. Of historical writers, pseudo-Maximus most frequently 
turns to Cassius Dio, Diodorus Siculus, and Plutarch, although there is a stray reference to 
Procopius, who may or may not be the historian we know of that name, as well as Dionysius 
of Halicarnassus and Arrian.  
 There are as many as sixty-six references to Dio in pseudo-Maximus, although the 
authenticity of several of these fragments is disputed.25 The arrangement of the fragments 
within each individual rubric gives no indication as to their original narrative context, 
although excerpts from individual authors do tend to be clustered together within each rubric. 
                                                          
22
 Ihm 2001, xix.  
23
 Ihm 2001, xvii-xxii.  
24
 For the former, note ps.-Max. Flor. 67.20/22 [= Ihm 2001, 988].  
25
 Boissevain 1, xli-liv.  
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The interpretation of these fragments is difficult and highly problematic. Most of the 
fragmentVIDOOEHWZHHQERRNVDQGDFFRUGLQJWR%RLVVHYDLQ¶VGLYLVLRQDQGDQG
This might tell us something about the range of books to which the compiler(s) had access.26 
But there are sporadic fragments from outside of these books, which must qualify (or 
confound) any dogmatic theory. However, the total absence of material from the Regal and 
Early Republican periods seems to be due to the absence of the physical material from which 
the compilers could work, rather than a lack of interest.27 Indeed, there was much material, 
especially the speeches from these books, which would have been consonant with the types 
of material found in the Florilegium.  
 Where we can compare pseudo-Maximus with the original we can see, as did 
Boissevain long ago, that the compilers were especially attracted to the speeches. Indeed, for 
WKHH[WUDFWVIURPERRNVWRZKLFKZHFDQYHULI\DJDLQVW'LR¶VRULJLQDOWH[WDOORIWKH
extracts come from  the Agrippa-0DHFHQDVGHEDWH IURP%RRN$XJXVWXV¶ VSHHFK WR WKH
senate in Book 53, the Livia-$XJXVWXV GLDORJXH RI%RRN  DQG$XJXVWXV¶ VSHHFK WR WKH
equites in Book 56.28 The work on pseudo-Maximus is still ongoing, but it is a text which has 
WKHSRWHQWLDO WR UHYHDOPXFKDERXW WKH VSHHFKHV LQ'LR¶VHDUO\KLVWRU\DQG WKH UHFHSWLRQRI 
'LR¶VZRUNLQWKH%\]DQWLQH'DUN$JHV29  
 Finally, we may note the presence of extracts from Dio in another grammatical/lexical 
text, probably from the eighth or ninth century, which is also included in the same tenth 
century collection of grammatical texts as the aforementioned On Syntax.30 The so-called 
Synagoge (ȈȣȞĮȖȦȖΥ? ȜȑȟİȦȞ ȤȡȘıȓȝȦȞ) contains some twelve or thirteen fragments from 
'LR¶VKLVWRU\RIZKLFKDOOEXWWKUHHFRQWDLQDERRNDWWULEXWLRQ6HYHQEHORQJWR'LR¶VVHFRQG
                                                          
26
 :HGRQRWNQRZIRUFHUWDLQKRZ'LR¶VZRUNZDVGLYLGHGLQWRFRGLFHVLQWKLVHDUO\SHULRG3KRWLXVWHOOVXV
WKDWKLVFRS\RIWKHERRNVRI$SSLDQ¶VRoman History was divided over three volumes (Phot. Bib. cod. 57). 
Based on this analogy, we may assume that one codex may have contained between eight and ten books of 
'LR¶V KLVWRU\ 7KH VRXUFH RI WKHSuda¶V HQWU\ RQ'LR ǻ  notes the division of the work into decades. 
Whether this reflects the division into codices or the structural division of the text is uncertain.   
27
 The same may be said for post Julio-Claudian material as well.  
28
 Boissevain 1.lii-liii.  
29
 1RWH WKH FRQWULEXWLRQ RI 5LFK LQ WKLV YROXPH RQ0D[LPXV DQG WKH VSHHFKHV LQ WKH HDUO\ ERRNV RI 'LR¶V
History.  
30
 For the text and date of this collection, see Cunningham 2003.  
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decade (books 13±17), whereas five (or six) belong to books 38±53.31 Unlike the On Syntax, 
the book references in the Synagoge appear to have been preserved more accurately, judging 
by the instances where we can check the citation against the book numbers transmitted in the 
manuVFULSWVRI'LR¶VKLVWRU\3KRWLXV¶Lexicon, a product of the ninth century, contains ten 
extracts from Dio, yet these are of no independent value, as all are derived from the extracts 
contained in the Synagoge.32  
 What may we say in summary at this point? Between the time of the initial circulation 
RI 'LR¶V ZRUN LQ WKH PLG-third century down to the age of Justinian, the Roman History 
seems to have been read as a historical narrative²that is to say for its historical content. In 
the period from the dawn of the seventh century to the beginning of the tenth, Dio received 
attention from grammarians as well as moralists, who were not, on the whole, concerned with 
WKH KLVWRULFDO FRQWHQW RI'LR¶VZRUN7KLV FRLQFLGHVZLWK Whe general dearth of classicising 
historiography during this period. Unlike the compilers and historians of the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries, men such as Cedrenus and Zonaras, the chroniclers from the period of the 
Byzantine Dark Ages whose works partialO\RYHUODSSHGZLWK'LR¶VRoman History²George 
Syncellus and George the Monk²GR QRW UHYHDO DQ\ GHJUHH RI IDPLOLDULW\ ZLWK 'LR¶V
narrative,33 preferring instead to extract material from Eusebius, Diodorus and even 
Dionysius. The partial exception to this general rule is, as we would expect, Photius. The 
SDWULDUFK¶VGHVFULSWLRQRI'LRDQGKLVZRUNLVEULHI\HWFKDUDFWHULVWLFRI3KRWLXV¶LQWHUHVWVDQG
perhaps by extension, those of his circle.34 Content-ZLVHWKHRQO\SRUWLRQVRI'LR¶VZRUNWKDW
Photius describes in any detail are the beginning and the end of the work. Yet, like the 
compilers of pseudo-Maximus or the grammaticus responsible for the On Syntax, Photius 
                                                          
31
 Cunningham (2003, 734) identifies six passages belonging to books 38±53. However, there appears to be an 
HUURULQ&XQQLQJKDP¶VFRQFRUGDQFHDVİdoes not appear to correspond to Cass. Dio 44.2 as claimed.   
32
 Whether the quotations from Dio preserved in the Synagoge derive from the fifth (?) century lexicon 
attributed to St. Cyril or whether they were inserted at the time of the Synagoge¶VFRPSRVLWLRQVHHPVLPSRVVLEOH
to tell from the available evidence. Certainly, most (if not all) of the Dionian quotations are absent from the 
SDUWVRI&\ULO¶VOH[LFRQZKLFKKDYHEHHQSXEOLVKHG<HWXQWLODIXOOHGLWLRQRIWKHOH[LFRQLVSXEOLVKHGWKLVZLOO
be impossible to determine. See further Cunningham 2003, 43±49.    
33
 Scott 1981, 73 makes this point more generally with respect to the general absence of material from Dio 
preserved in the tradition of the Byzantine Weltchronik, of which Syncellus and George the Monk are 
representative.   
34
 Phot. Bib. cod. 71 [ed. Henry I. p.104]; for Photius, see Wilson 1983, 89±119.  
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shoZVDQLQWHUHVWLQ'LR¶VVW\OH²his syntactical constructions and the rhetorical quality of his 
speeches.    
 
Authorial Preferences, Patterns, and Method of Compilation in the Excerpta 
Constantiniana 
 
With an outline of the textual reception of Dio up to the tenth century now established, we are 
now in a position to appreciate something more about the way in which the Constantinian 
H[FHUSWRUVDSSURDFKHG'LR¶VRoman History. Originally, the Excerpta comprised some fifty-
three volumes,35 but only four or five survive to this day (depending on how we view the 
two-part EL).36 We do know, however, of the titles of other volumes that were once part of 
the collection owing to internal cross-references within the surviving volumes. The contents 
of each volume was determined by a specific rubric or hypothesis, such aV ³&RQFHUQLQJ
YLUWXHVDQGYLFHV´, RU³&RQFHUQLQJSXEOLFVSHHFKHV´. In many cases, the material which fitted 
into each collection would have selected itself. However, in other cases, such as in the 
FROOHFWLRQ µ&RQFHUQLQJ JQRPLF VWDWHPHQWV¶ (ES), it is difficult to spot any particular 
consistent selection principle. The excerptors made an attempt to order each collection of 
excerpts by arranging the contents according to the cited authority. The order of authors that 
appear in each collection was not apparently determined by any uniform organising 
principle,37 and we do not always find the same authors equally represented across the 
LQGLYLGXDO YROXPHV&RQVWDQWLQH9,,¶V LQYROYHPHQW LQ WKH SURMHFW LV FOHDU HQRXJK IURP WKH
Preface to the work, and it is likely that the work was carried out in the library of the imperial 
palace.38 We may note in support of this thesis that the two works of Xenophon represented 
                                                          
35
 We know this number from the Preface to the entire collection (cf. EL Proem. [ed. de Boor, p.2 line 6]. For 
the possible significance of the number fifty-three, see Németh 2010, 65±71; Németh 2013, 245±247.  
36
 The collection of siege narratives in the so-called Mynas codex (Paris. supp. gr. 607) from the later tenth 
century may also derive from the Excerpta or be an independent compilation. 
37
 However, in the EV there does seem to be a general grouping of texts according to genre: thus there is 
Universal History (Josephus, Malalas, George the Monk, John of Antioch, Diodorus Siculus); Greek History 
(Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Arrian); Roman History (Dionysius, Polybius, Appian, Dio). Cf. Büttner-
Wobst 1906, 92±93.  
38
 Németh 2013, 241±243.  
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in the Excerpta²the Anabasis and the Cyropaedia²are texts known to have been owned by 
&RQVWDQWLQH¶VIDWKHU/HR9, 
 On the surface, the method of the excerptors was laborious and straight-forward. 
From what we can tell, based on excerpts from surviving authors, each excerptor read 
through a text and noted passages to be copied. Indeed, Codex Vaticanus gr. 977, which 
contains the history of Theophylact Simocatta, has marginal notations which correspond (in 
many but not all cases) to the excerpts of Theophylact in the surviving Excerpta.39 Cross-
references to similar or related passages of text are occasionally supplied in the form of 
simple direct statements in the Excerpta IRU H[DPSOH ³Search in the volume concerning 
3XEOLF 6SHHFKHV´ (ǽǾȉǼǿ Ǽȃ ȉȍǿ ǻǾȂǾīȅȇǿȍȃ.40 However, these cross-references 
seem to have been included at the whim of the particular compiler. For example, let us 
consider the distribution of these cross-references in the EI. There are five cross-references in 
the passages from Nicolaus of Damascus, three from John of Antioch, two from Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus, one from Diodorus, but none for Malalas or George the Monk. Other times, 
when we do have duplicate passages, as occurs with the fragments of Cassius Dio in the EV 
and ES, there are no cross-references.41  
 The excerptors seem to have worked with their source texts as they came to hand.42 
Sometimes an excerptor will begin extracting not from the start of the work but from a later 
book, as in the case of the extracts from Dionysius in the EI, where the first extract is from 
Book 12. Occasionally, this method yields surprises for the modern reader. For example, of 
                                                          
39
 Schreiner 1987; Treadgold 2013, 158. 
40
 These notes are inserted in a majuscule script, in contrast to the minuscule employed in the main body text.  
41
 E.g. EV (Dio) 9 = ES (Dio) 38, 39, EV (Dio) 18 = ES (Dio) 54; EV (Dio) 21 = ES (Dio) 78 (highly 
DEEUHYLDWHG , DPQRW FRQYLQFHG E\1pPHWK¶V DUJXPHQW  7±210) that these cross-references are the 
H[FHUSWRUV¶ZRUNLQJFRPPHQWVZKLFKZHUHPLVWDNHQO\FRSLHGLQWRWKHILQDOWH[WGXHWRVFULEDOLQFRPSHWHQFH 
42
 Thus the suggestion that the excerptors worked from fascicules, made by physically breaking up the codices 
containing their source texts (Németh 2015, 305 following a suggestion made by Jean Irigoin). If this is how 
they worked, then presumably such a method would only have been used for those authors of longer works, 
such as Nicolaus of Damascus, Diodorus, Polybius, and Cassius Dio. Further evidence of this may be seen in the 
extracts from Diodorus Siculus. The EI preserve no material from books nine to 30, which may indicate that the 
H[FHUSWRUGLGQRWKDYHDFFHVVWRWKHSK\VLFDOFRSLHVRIWKRVHERRNVRI'LRGRUXV¶KLVWRU\DWWKHWLPHRIFRPSLOLQJ
the EI, although these books were available since fragments of those books are preserved elsewhere in the 
Excerpta. This, in turn, suggests that excerptors were assigned responsibility for particular collections rather 
than specific authors (see below).   
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the twenty-four extracts from Thucydides in the EV VL[ DUH IURP 0DUFHOOLQXV¶ Life of 
Thucydides²which, it may be thought, would be less relevant than than the history of 
Thucydides itself. This suggests our scribe was in possession of a manuscript which began 
with the Life then proceeded to the History.  
 However, there is a sound logic behind this method, even though the results may 
occasionally seem strange to us. In each collection, the order of extracts corresponds to their 
order in the original source text. This has proved to be a boon for those attempting to 
reconstruct a now lost text, as is the case with those now working on Cassius Dio, although 
we cannot always determine with certainty the position of two or more fragments preserved 
in different collections. Perhaps more interestingly, the method of the compilers provides for 
the reader a reading experience which is not totally divorced from a sense of historical 
narrative, unlike the entirely timeless excerpts in the collection of pseudo-Maximus, which 
we looked at earlier.43 Furthermore, the cross-references, when we do have them, seem to 
indicate a readership aware of and interested in linked historical narratives.44  
 In his recent study of the problem of the methodology employed by the excerptors, 
Umberto Roberto has argued that each excerptor read one or more authors, noting passages 
which were to be copied under each of the fifty-three headings.45 These were then collated by 
a copyist who was responsible for assembling a particular volume. As at least twenty-six 
texts were excerpted (texts we may add, of varying lengths) we might envisage perhaps as 
many as ten to twenty scholars working on the project. This might explain the idiosyncratic 
character of many of the collections. Yet, it also leaves questions. In the preface to the whole 
work, the anonymous author notes how, as an aid to intelligibility and ease of access to the 
historians of the past, the works of history would be broken up according to themes (sc. 
Υ?ʌȠșȑıİȚȢVRWKDW³QRWKLQJZDVOHIWRYHU .´46 This cannot be true in a literal sense. But it does 
raise questions about inconsistent distribution of fragments from different authors across the 
surviving corpus.  
                                                          
43
 Németh 2013, 236. 
44
 E.g. EV (Josephus) 27 [= Joseph. AJ. 8.225±22GHVFULELQJ-HURERDP¶VSODQWRSUHYHQWKLVSHRSOHUHWXUQLQJ
WR-HUXVDOHPFRQFOXGHVEHIRUH-HURERDP¶VVSHHFK-RVHSKAJ 8.227±228). The scribe (or excerptor) has added 
ǽǾȉǼǿΥἘȃȉȍǿȆǼȇǿǻǾȂǾīȅȇǿȍȃWKXVGLUHFWLQJWKHUHDGHUWRWKHFROOHFWLRQZKLFKFRQWDLQHG-HURERDP¶V
speech.    
45
 Roberto 2009, 78. In this, Roberto is essentially following Büttner-Wobst 1906, 99±100. Cf. Németh 2010, 
242±245; Németh 2013, 236±245. 
46
 EV Praef. p. 2.  
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 In contrast to the scholarly consensus,47 I think that the surviving sections of the 
Excerpta may admit the possibility of a different method of approach to composition. 
Certainly there are patterns of material which seem unlikely to be the result of independent 
excerptors working with one or two authors.48 For example, if we consider the ES, we see a 
preference for the copying of programmatic statements for most of the authors represented in 
the collection. Thus we have such statements from Dio, Agathias, Arrian, Polybius, 
Dexippus, Theophylact Simocatta, Menander Protector, and Eunapius of Sardis.49 In addition 
to this we find the retention of the closing comments of Polybius and Diodorus²otherwise 
unremarkable comments, except, that is, for a would-be writer of history. Programmatic 
statements are far less common in the EV, although we do have one such statement of Dio¶V
in that collection (Cass. Dio F 1.1 = EV (Dio) 2), which could be read as a statement of intent 
IRUWKHVHOHFWLRQIURP'LR¶VKLVWRU\LQWKHEV.50  
 To explain these patterns, we may reconstruct the method of the excerptors somewhat 
differently from that proposed elsewhere. In fact, we may reverse the existing model, and 
propose that excerptors were responsible for specific collections, rather than specific authors. 
As there were fifty-three divisions, it is possible that each excerptor was responsible for two 
or perhaps three collections. After reading and excerpting a text, they would then pass that 
text on to another excerptor and receive a new text to excerpt in return. The initial form of the 
H[FHUSWRU¶VODERXUVZRXOGEHFROOHFWLRQVRIYHUEDWLPH[FHUSWVRUQRWHVΥ?ʌȠȝȞȒȝĮĲĮwhich 
would be assembled, copied, and adapted (where needed) by a scribe or group of scribes.51 If 
this were the case, then we may begin to appreciate the presence of idiosyncratic trends 
within individual collections. In particular, this model allows us to explain how it is that we 
do not see the same authors represented across all surviving collections, which we would be 
able to see if a single excerptor were responsible for dividing up a single text fifty-three 
ways. Moreover, we may note in support of this alternative thesis the marginal note in the 
second folio (fol. 2r) of the Brussels codex of the EL, where we find the presence of a certain 
                                                          
47
 See those scholars noted above in footnote 45.  
48
 See also footnote 41, above.  
49
 E.g. ES (Theophylact) 1 = Theophyl. Proem 1±16; ES (Arrian) 2 = Arr. Anab. 1.12.1±5; ES (Eunapius) 1 = 
Eunap. F 1 Blockley; ES (Polybius) 1, 2 = Polyb. 1.1.2±2.2, 1.2.8±4.2; ES (Agathias) 1, 2 = Agath. Praef.; ES 
(Menander) 11 = Menander F 6 [Blockley].     
50
 Note too EV (Thucydides [Marcellinus]) 1 = Marcel. Vita 1. 
51
 If this reconstruction is correct, then we might better appreciate how the excerpts from Dionysius were 
interpolated among the excerpts of Nicolaus in the EV. See footnote 52, below.    
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Theodosius the Younger, who claims to have assembled that particular collection (Υὁ ΥἐȡĮȞȓıĮȢ
ĲΥὸ ʌĮȡΥὸȞĬİȠįȩıȚȠȢΥἐıĲȚȞΥὁ ȝȚțȡȩȢ.52     
 Yet another alternative, which is co-extensive with the theories presented above, is 
that the whole process was conducted under supervision. Indeed, it has been suggested that 
Constantine himself took part in the excerpting process,53 and we may envisage the 
production of the Excerpta as being akin to an imperial seminar group²with the scholars and 
scribes of the imperial court gathered around the emperor reading out their texts and deciding 
what was to be copied down. This too would explain the trends noted above.  
 Unfortunately, the precise method of composition will remain elusive, and the 
foregoing must be considered as speculation. What we can say is that the cost in terms of 
materials (vellum) and skilled manpower required to produce the Excerpta is indicative of the 
imperial nature of the project, as few if any individuals aside from the emperor would have 
the resources to carry out such an enterprise.54 Indeed, as has been pointed out, it is almost 
certain that there was only one complete edition of the full work, which would have been 
kept in the palace library in Constantinople.55 If the emperor had a particular readership in 
mind, it was undoubtedly men like himself²would-be antiquarians who were engaged with 
the struggles and pressures of high politics in the imperial court, and who looked to the past 
for political guidance and moral edification.    
 More can be inferred about the intellectual horizons of Constantine and his court from 
WKHUHVXOWVRIWKHH[FHUSWRUV¶ODERXUV7KHSUHVHQWDWLRQRImaterial from Dio in the Excerpta 
UHYHDOV,WKLQNDQHZZD\RIUHDGLQJ'LR¶VRoman History in Byzantium. We may see this 
in terms of the treatment of speeches. Unlike the extracts from speeches in pseudo-Maximus, 
many in the Excerpta are accompanied by a short introduction providing context, such as the 
speech of RRPXOXV¶ZLIH+HUVLOLDCass. Dio F 5.5±7 = ES (Dio) 7) in the ES and the Speech 
of Lucretia in the EV (Cass. Dio F 11.13±19 = EV (Dio) 7). This sort of approach is found 
                                                          
52
 Pace Potter 1999, 72±73, it does not seem plausible that this obscure individual was responsible for the entire 
SURMHFW1RWHKRZHYHU1pPHWK¶VDWWUDFWLYHVXJJHVWLRQDERXWWKHLQYROYHPHQWRIWKHUR\DOHunuch 
Basil Lecapenus in the production of the Excerpta. Cf. de Boor 1903, x; Büttner-Wobst 1906, 100; Treadgold 
2013, 164.     
53
 Toynbee 1973, 576; Cameron 1993, 297; cf. Németh 2015, 305. More generally, Lemerle 1971, 268±270.  
54
 As observed by Wilson 1983, 145; followed by Németh 2013, 245. 
55
 Németh 2013, 245.   
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across the authors represented in the Excerpta.56 At other times there are notes in the margins 
which indicate if a passage comes from a speech, such as the excerpts of a speech in the ES 
ZKLFKFRQWDLQVWKHQRWHDJDLQLQDQDXWKRULWDWLYHPDMXVFXOHKDQGµ)rom the public speech of 
WKH IDWKHU5XOOXV¶ ǼȀȉǾȈǻǾȂǾīȅȇǿǹȈȇȅȊȁȁȅȊ.57 Yet at other times there is no 
firm indication whether a passage of text is from a speech or not, and the excerpts stand as 
self-supporting sententiae.58 Be this as it may, the presence of introductory material for at 
least some speeches suggests that the historical context of a speech did matter to the 
excerptors, and that the excerptors saw the dramatic or perhaps even morally edifying value 
to presenting a speech in at least part of its narrative and historical context. We may go 
further to say that these notes suggest a readership with some knowledge of their own Roman 
history and therefore who recognised who these various historical figures were and thus who 
were cognisant of the latent exemplary potential of the words and deeds of these men and 
women of the distant Roman past.   
 What of the treatment of the Regal Period in the Excerpta DQG WKH H[FHUSWRUV¶
engagement with Cassius Dio as an authority for this period? Twenty-one fragments from the 
ILUVWWZRERRNVRI'LR¶VKLVWRU\DUHSUHVHUYHGLQWZRRIWKHFROOHFWLRQV²the EV (seven) and 
the ES (fourteen). We can play with these numbers in various ways. First let us compare these 
figures with the number of fragments from other authors who cover the same period. The 
excerptors preserve eleven fragments from Diodorus dealing with the Regal Period (five in 
the ES, five in the EV, and a further one in the EI); five from John of Antioch (four in the EI, 
one in the EV), and two from Appian (one in the EV, one in the EL).59 The absence of 
Dionysius is at first surprising. The lacunose state of the EV is doubtless partly responsible: 
the earliest fragment is from Book 7 and begins mid-sentence, and it appears that several folia 
have been lost from the portion of the EV containing the extracts from Dionysius. Be this as it 
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 (JWKHµ/HWWHURI'HFLXV¶IURP'H[LSSXVFGrH 100 F 26 = ES (Dexippus) 23.  
57
 Cass. Dio F 36.1±5 = ES (Dio) 59±60.    
58
 Cass. Dio F 12.1, 2, 3a, 8, 9, 10 = ES (Dio) 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20. It is likely that these fragments do in fact 
belong to a speech: Boissevain 1.35.  
59
 Diodorus: ES 9 = Diod. Sic. 8.2, ES 10 = Diod. Sic. 8.6.1±3, ES 74 = Diod. Sic. 10.1, ES 100 = Diod. Sic. 
10.21.1±5, ES 101 = Diod. Sic. 10.22. EV 25 = 7.4.1±4, EV 26 = Diod. Sic. 7.7.1, EV 35 = Diod. Sic. 8.14, EV 
42 = Diod. Sic. 8.31, EV 59 = Diod. Sic. 10.2, EV 79 = Diod. Sic. 10.20.1. EI 24 = Diod. Sic. 8.3. John of 
Antioch: EV 10 = Joh. Ant. F 18, EI 9 = Joh. Ant. F 19, EI 8 = Joh. Ant. F 16, EI 7 = Joh. Ant. F 15, EI 6 = Joh. 
Ant. F 11. Appian: EV 1 = App. Reg. 12, EL 1 = App. Reg. 5.  
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may, we cannot assume that the early books of Dionysius were excerpted thoroughly.60 
Indeed, the next fragment from Dionysius which appears in the EV after the fragment from 
Book 7 is from Book 11. As for the ES, it appears from what survives from our mutilated 
copy that Dionysius was not included among the authors excerpted. Thus, it would seem that 
Dionysius, the ancient author who provided the most detailed account of the Regal Period, 
was not readily consulted by the compilers of the Excerpta for his history of that period²
either out of design, or because a complete text of Dionysius was unavailable to the 
excerptors. 
 The material we do get from these authors about the Regal Period presents not only 
some tantalising patterns, but also difficulties. For an example of the latter, the only fragment 
IURP$SSLDQ¶VERRNOn the Kings preserved in the EV concerns the story of the migration of 
the Sabine Claudius to Rome; thus memorialising Claudius as an upholder of treaties, as well 
as providing an aetiology for the gens Claudia.61 On the other hand, certain individuals are 
consistently included. Take the legendary seven kings of Rome. Ancus Marcius and Tullus 
Hostilius appear only in the Dio fragments, and Romulus in Dio and Nicolaus of Damascus. 
Tarquinius Priscus appears in both Dio and Diodorus, similarly Numa, whereas Tarquinius 
Superbus appears in Dio, Diodorus, Appian, and John of Antioch. The secondary figures are 
also interesting. For example, the story of Brutus and Lucretia is represented in the excerpts 
from Dio, Diodorus, and John of Antioch.62 ,QWKHFDVHRI'LR¶VYHUVLRQWKHVWRU\RFFXSLHVD
continuous fragment in the EVZKHUHDV'LRGRUXV¶DFFRXQW LVVSOLWEHWZHHQ WZRIUagments, 
one in the ES and the other in the EV. The story of Lucretia from John of Antioch (following 
the Eutropian rather than Dionian tradition) is also found, not in the EV or the ES, but rather 
(and not unreasonably) in the EI ± a collection where Dio does not seem to be represented. 
The fact that our compilers did not place all this material in the same collection may indicate 
that there was little consensus between excerptors as to where these stories belonged, but also 
that it was down to personal choice. Alternatively, it might suggest a concerted effort to 
spread out popular stories among different collections. By doing so the same general 
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 That Dionysius was excerpted for his Regal narrative in the Excerpta Constantiniana may be inferred from 
the survival of two misplaced excerpts from the Antiquities which are preserved in amongst the excerpts from 
Nicolaus of Damascus in the EV: EV 30 = FGrH 90 F 69; EV 31 = FGrH 90 F 70. Cf. Németh 2010, 211±212.   
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narratives are presented through different interpretative lenses. Thus the excerptors¶
preservation of the Lucretia narratives of Dio, Diodorus, and John of Antioch reveal that 
these Byzantine readers looked to interpret the story variously as a discussion of feminine 
virtue (EV), a notable example of aristocratic defiance (ES), or an example of a trigger for the 
overthrow of a tyrant (EI).    
 )XUWKHURQWKLVWKHPHLIZHWXUQWRWKHVHULHVRIIUDJPHQWVIURP'LR¶VILUVWWZRERRNV
in the EV, we may get something of a sense of the Byzantine reading experience. The first 
seven fragments read DVIROORZV1XPD¶VHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIDKRXVHRQWKH4XLULQDODQGKLV
UHVSHFWIRUWKHJRGV$SURJUDPPDWLFVWDWHPHQWDERXW'LR¶VVHOHFWLRQRIWKHLWHPVZRUWK\
RIPHPRU\FRQFHUQLQJSHDFHDQGZDU7KHSRVLWLYHHIIHFWVRI1XPD¶VJRG-fearing rule on 
the 5RPDQ SHRSOH  7XOOXV¶ VNLOO DW ZDU KLV QHJOHFW RI WKH JRGV XQWLO WKH DGYHQW RI D
pestilence, which fostered in the king a new religiosity exemplified by his establishment of 
the Salian Priesthood; 5) The character of Tarquinius Priscus; 6) The tyrannical rule of 
7DUTXLQLXV6XSHUEXV%UXWXV¶RYHUWKURZRI7DUTXLQLXVIROORZLQJWKHUDSHRI/XFUHWLD7KH
fragments would have presented pitfalls for the unwary²the two Tarquinii are not 
differentiated from each other and it is only internal references to Ancus Marcius and Servius 
Tullius in fragments 5 and 6 which allow the reader to differentiate the two. Even so, the very 
selection of these seven particular excerpts reveals an inner logic of imperial decline²from 
the exemplary heights of Numa to the tyranny of Tarquinius Superbus. Indeed, the 
LPSUHVVLRQLVQRWGLVVLPLODUDWDOOWR6\QFHOOXV¶KLJKO\VHOHFWLYHWUHDWPHQWRIWKHSHULRGDOPRVW
RQHKXQGUHG\HDUVEHIRUH6\QFHOOXV¶ IHZQDUUDWLYHH[FHUSWVSDVV IURP5RPXOXV1XPDDV
lawgiver), Tullus Hostilius (as the first to wear purple), then Tarquinius Superbus (and the 
reason for his overthrow).63   
 Returning to the fragments from the EV, we may note that three of the fragments have 
a religious message, namely the importance of a god-fearing ruler ± the significance of which 
would not have been lost on &RQVWDQWLQH ³WKH PRVW RUWKRGR[´ of emperors (Υὁ 
ΥὀȡșȠįȠȟȩĲĮĲȠȢ). In both Syncellus and the EV fragments, there is a bias towards the 
aetiological ± the origins of places, practices, cults, and institutions. This material was 
certainly recondite ± IHZLQ&RQVWDQWLQH¶VFLUFOHZRXOGKDYHYLVLWHG5RPHDQGWKHROGSUH-
Christian cults had only academic interest. Yet this is (perhaps) exactly the point: clearly 
WKHVH WKLQJV PDWWHUHG WR RXU UHDGHUV ZKR ZHUH DIWHU DOO WKH KHLUV RI WKH µHPSLUH RI WKH
5RPDQV¶7KHUHPD\EHDQLGHRORJLFDOPHVVDJHEHKLQGWKHVHIUDJPHQWVDVZHOO$VKDVEHHQ
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 Sync. pp. 230±231 [ed. Mosshammer], 250±251 [ed. Mosshammer], 283±285 [ed. Mosshammer].  
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argued by Paul Magdalino, for Constantine VII, the symbolic control of the Roman past was 
crucial for the control of the Roman present.64  
  Furthermore, I do not think we can assume that tenth century readers did not 
appreciate the historical contexts of the various passages. At least for the individuals involved 
in the project, who actually read through the texts they were excerpting, it may well be that 
the Excerpta functioned as aides-memoire and as individually pertinent historical gobbets.65 
To understand the Excerpta Constantiniana we need to think in terms of a narrow world 
comprising a small group around the emperor Constantine VII, a group of men who were 




The authors of the tenth and eleventh centuries were the heirs of the Roman exempla-
tradition.66 The early history of Rome might well have presented our middle byzantine 
historians with exemplary figures with which they could draw edifying comparisons or moral 
lessons. This is certainly what we get in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Michael 
Attaleiates famously made a comparison between the Roman (Republican) heroes of the past 
with the not-so-heroic Romans of his own day. Psellus provided a comparatively detailed 
treatment of the Regal Period in his Brief History²drawn from the Roman Antiquities of 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, or perhaps more likely from the now lost epitome of that work, 
which was known to Photius.67 Zonaras, writing some time after 1118, represents the 
highpoint in the resurgence of interest in the period, with his detailed treatment of Roman 
history down to the fall of Carthage and Corinth in 146 B.C. If we turn to the tenth century, 
however, we see a very different picture. The historical biographies that comprise the 
FRQWLQXDWLRQ RI7KHRSKDQHV LQFOXGLQJ&RQVWDQWLQH¶V RZQVita Basilii, make no use of the 
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 0DJGDOLQR³History writing for him [sc. Constantine VII] was an H[HUFLVHLQLPSHULDODXWKRULW\´  
65
 Németh 2015, 299 sees the Excerpta EHLQJXVHGE\SROLF\PDNHUV ³Fourtly readers who sought historical 
DQDORJLHVZKHQPDNLQJGHFLVLRQV´.  
66
 Mallan 2014, 760.  
67
 Phot. Bib. cod. 84 [= ed. Henry II.8±9]. We may speculate that the traces of Dionysius which Roberto (2005, 
cxxxiv) detected in John of Antioch, may well derive from this lost epitome of the Roman Antiquities.  
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Regal or Republican past²at least to provide direct exemplary material.68 The same goes for 
the contemporaneous history of Genesius. This is not because these authors refrain from 
using exemplary figures²far from it. But the figures they tend to use are imperial (that is to 
say Roman Emperors, and that honorary Roman, Alexander the Great), or biblical characters, 
not the great men of the Republican past, and still less the seven kings of Rome. Only in the 
decades after the death of Constantine VII do we see a resurgence of interest in Regal and 
Republican history, and indeed indications of the use of Dio to supply this material, namely 
in the history of Leo the Deacon, and in a single, yet tantalising comment in the late tenth 
century poem On the Capture of Crete (ΥἍȜȦıȚȢĲΥ?ȢȀȡȒĲȘȢ) of Theodosius the Deacon.69   
 The state of the chronographical tradition prior to the 950s might offer some clues as 
to why this was. The tenth century chronicle of Symeon Logothetes elides the Regal and 
Republican periods of Roman History prior to Julius Caesar²a trend that will continue 
through some of the popular chronicles of the twelfth century and beyond, such as that of 
Michael Glycas. It is a practice that has its origins in the earlier Weltchroniken of Malalas and 
George the Monk. In this context, the Excerpta represents a significant reversal of this trend. 
%XW DV VXJJHVWHG E\ WKH IRUHJRLQJ GLVFXVVLRQ WKH KLVWRULFDO H[WUDFWV IURP 'LR¶V 5HJDO
narrative in their own way represent an attempt to reconstruct 5RPH¶V5HJDO KLVWRU\ 7KH
biographical or aetiological biases in the excerpted material point towards a readership that 
was interested and perhaps even anxious to reclaim its memory the (non-Christian) origins of 
the political and moral traditions of Rome. The work of Dio, the consular historian, with its 
classicising prose-style, abundance of constitutional detail, and moralising tone, was 




According to the great French Byzantinist, Paul Lemerle, the Excerpta could not be counted 
as a work of history²LWZDV IXQGDPHQWDOO\ ³anti-histoire´.70 Such a view has come under 
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 &IWKHXVHRI3OXWDUFK¶V5HSXEOLFDQOLYHVDVPRGHOVE\Theophanes Continuatus and the Vita Basilii: Jenkins 
1948; Jenkins 1954.  
69
 For the general resurgence in interest in the Republic as seen in the Excerpta, see Németh 2010, 254. More 
generally, note Markopoulos 2006; Krallis 2012, 52±69, 192±199; Kaldellis 2012 (for the Byzantine preference 
for Roman historiography).      
70
 Lemerle 1971, 287±288 (quote on 288).  
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attack in recent years, and not without cause. In this chapter, I have argued that the fragments 
of the Excerpta are not divorced from a sense of history and historical narrative. Indeed, the 
choice of fragments within a collection such as the EV have an inner logic which allow them 
to be read as a history, albeit an impressionistic one, of the Regal Period. As a work of 
historiography, the Excerpta are not dissimilar to the works of the chroniclers of the previous 
centuries, such as George Syncellus²the only difference being that whereas the guiding 
organisational principle in Syncellus is chronology, in the Excerpta it is theme.71 On the 
whole, the Excerpta represent a typically Byzantine mixture of the conservative and the 
innovative. In arrangement, it recalls the moralising florilegia of earlier centuries, such as that 
of pseudo-Maximus. On the other hand, the preservation and disjointed presentation of texts 
within each rubric has strong links to the Byzantine chronographic tradition, exemplified by 
Syncellus in his Selection of Chronologies.  
 It seems probable that the Excerpta were intended to augment, not replace, the study 
of the original authors. It is worth remembering that it was probably during the reign of 
Constantine 9,, WKDW RXU WZR PRVW LPSRUWDQW PDQXVFULSWV RI 'LR¶V KLVWRU\ ZHUH FRSLHG
Marcianus Graecus 395, quite possibly by the same scribe who was responsible for the 
Codex Ravennas 429 of Aristophanes; and the Laurentian codex of Dio (Codex Laurentianus 
Plut. 70.8). The surviving manuscripts from this period show further interest in the historians 
of early Rome: the Vatican Polybius (Vaticanus graecus 124) is dated to 947, and Dionysius 
RI+DOLFDUQDVVXV¶Roman Antiquities, including the first four books, were also copied during 
this century.72 This shows that Dio, like these other historians, was again being read as a 
work of history, and not only as a source of edifying maxims or interesting grammatical 
constructions, as seems to have been the case for period following the history of John of 
Antioch.   
 Finally, as a coda to this paper, some tentative comments may be offered with respect 
to the possible origins of the Excerpta. I think the clue may come from the hand of 
Constantine VII. In the prologue to the Vita Basilii, the author, presumably Constantine 
himself, professes hiVGHVLUHWRZULWHDKLVWRU\RI³the more noteworthy deeds accomplished 
throughout the entire duration of Roman rule in Byzantium: the deeds of emperors, of 
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 For a similar observation, see Treadgold 2013, 164.  
72
 Fromentin 1998, liv-lx.  
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officials serving under them, of generals and their suERUGLQDWHV DQG VR RQ LQ GHWDLO´.73 
Constantine laments that he was not able to realise such a project owing to various constraints 
on his time, so he contented himself with writing a biography of his grandfather. We may 
wonder how far Constantine had progressed with his reading for his magnum opus. It may be 
FRLQFLGHQFH WKDW WKH KLVWRULFDO PDWHULDO LQ DQRWKHU RI &RQVWDQWLQH¶V ZRUNV WKH De 
Administrando Imperio, completed around 952,74 and in particular its use of extracts from 
TheophaQHV DQG *HRUJH WKH 0RQN FRUUHVSRQG JHQHUDOO\ WR WKH VFRSH RI &RQVWDQWLQH¶V
original work. Is it not possible that the origins of the Excerpta too lie with the reading and 
note-taking for this original work? Of course, the scope of the Excerpta exceeds that of 
&RQVWDQWLQH¶VSURMHFWHGKLVWRU\EXWLWPD\EHWKDWWKHExcerpta²which, is, after all a work 
fundamentally concerned with noteworthy deeds of kings, officials, and generals²was 
conceived as a grander substitute for this earlier unfinished work. 
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 Const. VB 1 [ed. Sevcenko]. I do not see this (pace Toynbee 1973, 579) as being evidence that for 
&RQVWDQWLQH9,, WKH ³history [of the Roman Empire] before the reign of Constantine I is almost beyond his 
KLVWRULFDOKRUL]RQ´.  
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FROM NOBLES TO VILLAINS: THE STORY OF THE REPUBLICAN 
6(1$7(,1&$66,86',2¶6ROMAN HISTORY* 
 
Jesper Majbom Madsen 
 
,QKLVFRQFOXGLQJUHPDUNVDERXW&DHVDU¶VGLFWDWRUVKLS&DVVLXV'LRFULWLFLVHV WKH6HQDWHIRU
ZKDW KH VDZ DV D GHOLEHUDWH VWUDWHJ\ WR XQGHUPLQH WKH GLFWDWRU¶V DXWKRULW\ E\ RIIHULQJ D
shower of extraordinary, unprecedented honours and for creating an atmosphere in which the 
plot against dictator became an acceptable next step (Cass. Dio 44.1.1±2): 
 
ΥὉ  ȝΥὲȞȠΥ?ȞȀĮΥ?ıĮȡĲĮΥ?șΥ? ȠΥ ĲȦȢ ΥὡȢțĮΥὶ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢȆΥάȡșȠȣȢıĲȡĮĲİΥ?ıȦȞ ΥἔʌȡĮȟİȞ
ȠΥἶıĲȡȠȢ įΥέ ĲȚıȚȞ ΥἀȜȚĲȘȡȚΥ?įȘȢ ĳșΥ舂νΥ? Ĳİ ĲȠΥ? ʌȡȠΥ?țȠȞĲȠȢ țĮΥὶ ȝΥ?ıİȚ ĲȠΥ? 
ʌȡȠĲİĲȚȝȘȝΥέȞȠȣıĳΥ?ȞʌȡȠıʌİıΥ?Ȟ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞΥ舂νĲİ ΥἀȞΥ舂μȦȢ ΥἀʌΥέțĲİȚȞİțĮȚȞΥὸ ΥἀȞȠıΥ?Ƞȣ
įΥ舂ξȘȢ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ ʌȡȠıȜĮȕΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȥȘĳȚıșΥέȞĲĮ įȚİıțΥέįĮıİ ıĲΥάıİȚȢ Ĳİ ĮΥ?șȚȢ Υἐȟ
ΥὁȝȠȞȠΥ?ĮȢțĮΥὶ ʌȠȜΥέȝȠȣȢ ΥἐȝĳȣȜΥ?ȠȣȢĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚȢʌĮȡİıțİΥ?ĮıİȞǜ ΥἔȜİȖȠȞȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡ
țĮșĮȚȡΥέĲĮȚĲİĲȠΥ? ȀĮΥ?ıĮȡȠȢțĮΥὶ ΥἐȜİȣșİȡȦĲĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? įΥ?ȝȠȣȖİȖȠȞΥέȞĮȚĲΥὸ įΥὲ ΥἀȜȘșΥὲȢ
ΥἐțİΥ?ȞΥ? Ĳİ ΥἀıİȕΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌİȕȠΥ?ȜİȣıĮȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ?ȜȚȞ ΥὀȡșΥ?Ȣ ΥἤįȘ ʌȠȜȚĲİȣȠȝΥέȞȘȞ
ΥἐıĲĮıΥ?ĮıĮȞ 
 
All this Caesar did as a preliminary step to his campaign against the Parthians; but 
a baleful frenzy which fell upon certain men through jealousy of his advancement 
and hatred of his preferment to themselves caused his death unlawfully, while it 
added a new name to the annals of infamy; it scattered the decrees to the winds 
and brought upon the Romans seditions and civil wars once more after a state of 
harmony. His slayers, to be sure, declared that they had shown themselves at once 
destroyers of Caesar and liberators of the people: but in reality they impiously 
plotted against him, and they threw the city into disorder when at last it possessed 
a stable government.  
 
Dio goes on to discuss why monarchy was to be preferred over democracy, particularly for a 
                                                          
*




state the size of Rome, and he reminds his readers that the grant of absolute power to a single 
ruler²even a man of average talent²was better than the reign of many (Cass. Dio 44.1.3).1 
The historian here reaches one of the key conclusions in the Roman History, namely that 
modesty in a democracy was an impossibility in Rome; this was because a relatively limited 
number of wealthy families competed with each other to get or maintain their share of 
political power, magistracies, and military commands to secure or improve their position in 
WKHFLW\¶VVRFLDODQGSROLWLFDOKLHUDUFK\ 
 Caesar is criticised for accepting the many honours and for believing he deserved 
WKHP&DVV'LR<HW'LROHDYHVQRGRXEWWKDW&DHVDU¶VIDOODQGWKHVXEVHTXHQWFLYLO
war were the responsibility of those who deliberately set him up by tempting him with 
honours such as the perpetual right to act as if he were celebrating a triumph; this was 
something that bordered on divine pretensions (Cass. Dio 44.3.1±2):2 
 
ȠΥὐ ȖΥ?ȡįΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞĮΥ?ĲȚȠȞʌΥάȞĲΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥἐʌΥ?ĳșȠȞȠȞ ΥἐțĲΥ?ıĮĲȠʌȜΥ?ȞțĮșΥ? ΥὅıȠȞĮΥὐĲȠΥὶ ȠΥ? 
ȕȠȣȜİȣĲĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?ȢĲİțĮȚȞΥ?ĲȘıȚțĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ Υ?ʌİȡȕȠȜĮΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞĲȚȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȟΥάȡĮȞĲΥέȢĲİĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ
țĮΥὶ ĳȣıΥ?ıĮȞĲİȢ ΥἔʌİȚĲĮ ΥἐʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲĮΥ?Ȣ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮȚȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȝΥέȝĳȠȞĲȠ țĮΥὶ įȚΥέȕĮȜȜȠȞ ΥὡȢ
ΥἡįΥέȦȢĲΥέ ıĳĮȢȜĮȝȕΥάȞȠȞĲĮțĮΥὶ ΥὀȖțȘȡΥ舁ἡİȡȠȞΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?ȞȗΥ?ȞĲĮΥἔıĲȚȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡΥὅĲİ




He [Caesar] had aroused dislike that was not altogether unjustified, except in so 
far as it was the senators themselves who had by their novel and excessive 
honours encouraged him and puffed him up, only to find fault with him on this 
very account and to spread slanderous reports how glad he was to accept them and 
how he behaved more haughtily as a result of them. It is true that Caesar did now 
and then err by accepting some of the honours voted him and believing that he 
really deserved them; yet those were most blameworthy who, after beginning to 
honour him as he deserved, led him on and brought blame upon him for the 
                                                          
1
 Dio is probably referring to members of the political elite, the senatorial class, not the average citizens, who 
apart from the right to vote always stood at the margin of the decision-making process.  
2




measures they had passed. 
 
)RU'LR&DHVDU¶VGHDWKPDUNHGDORZSRLQWRI5HSXEOLFDQKLVWRU\,QWKHPLGGOHRIWKHV
the city was left with a political elite that had killed its leader without any plans for how to 
proceed and with no motive other than envy, hatred and the fear of unfulfilled ambitions, as 
indicated by the quotations above. To Dio, the first reasonably stable form of government 
Rome had had for almost a century was replaced by a decade of anarchy and civil war, more 
gruesome and devastating than any of the previous ones. Had they known the consequences 
RIWKHLUDFWLRQVWKRVHEHKLQG&DHVDU¶VPXUGHUZRXOGSUREDEO\KDYHSDXVHG'io speculates, 
EHIRUHWKH\UHPRYHGZKDWKHVDZDVDVDYLRXUILJXUHDQGWKHVWDELOLW\&DHVDU¶VILUPJULSRI
power ensured Rome and its people (Cass. Dio 44.2.5).  
 ,QWKHIROORZLQJGLVFXVVLRQ,DUJXHWKDWRQHRI'LR¶VPDLQDVSLUDWLRQVZDVWRSURPRWH
monarchical rule as the only reliable constitution for Rome; and that he shapes his narrative 
to prove that democracy was unstable, since human nature would always lead to competition 
between members of the elite²in the case of Rome the senatorial elite²and so was bound to 
FRUUXSWERWKWKHSROLWLFDOV\VWHPDQGWKHLQGLYLGXDOSURWDJRQLVWV'LR¶VYLHZZDVLQVSLUHGE\
Thucydides¶ views on human nature and the notion of how the political ambitions of 
powerful individuals would always lead to greed, envy, hunger for power, lack of modesty 
and so to stasis in the sense of inner political strife and outright civil war.3 ,Q'LR¶VYHUVLRQRI
5RPH¶VHDUO\KLVWRU\LWLVWKHVHQDWHRUPRUHDFFXUDWHO\WKHPRVWLQIOXHQWLDOPHPEHUVRIWKH
council who in competition with each other drew the state to the brink of dissolution, chaos 
and civil war. What Dio describes is a gradual process, where Roman politics, in the course 
of the Early and Middle Republic, changes from a form of government, where Rome, its 
people and elite, were fighting together to conquer, stabilisH DQG GHIHQG WKH FLW\¶V FRQWURO
over the Italian peninsula to a state of political instability and war between Romans. What 
drove the Roman elite into what Dio characterises as unhealthy competition between 
members of the FLW\¶V SROLWLFDO HOLWH was the ambition to supersede ones¶ peers politically, 
militarily and financially and to enjoy the glory and commemoration that followed decisive 
                                                          
3
 Thuc. 3.82.83; Cass. Dio 44.2. For human nature in Dio and the inspiration from Thucydides see Ress 2011, 
79±80. See also Macleod 1979, 58±59. One of the essential passages is Thuc. 3.81±85, where the Athenian 
historian focuses on greed (3.81) and envy (3.84) as the part of human nature that is mostly responsible for 
hostility among fellow citizens; see Rhodes 1994, 129±137. On Thucydides' study of human nature, see Price 
2001, 12. On how Thucydides' views of human nature influenced many later Greek and Roman writers see 
(Reinhold 1985, 22±23, 27, 30±31). See also Millar 1964, 6 and Rich 1990, 11. 
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military achievements. The germ for unhealthy political competition was already part of the 
early and middle republic; but it was contained or handled by men of virtue who managed to 
lead the Romans by setting the right example²leading the people by their conduct and by the 
show of modesty, compassion and rightfulness. A few good men had eyes for the greater 
good and managed to set the needs of the state above their own ambition. At a closer look, 
the early Rome was not a sort of ideal, which was then replaced by the horror of the Late 
Republic; rather it was a time in which men with the right intentions were still capable of 
keeping Rome politically stable.4  
 'LRZDVHDJHUWRZULWH5RPH¶VKLVWRU\DVDFFXUDWHO\DVSossible.5 He tells his readers 
that it took him ten years to gather the material and he regrets that in the imperial period, 
when most decisions were taken behind closed doors, it had become increasingly difficult to 
access the right sources.6 But as I hope to show in this chapter, Dio also felt a strong urge to 
demonstrate that peace and stability were achievable only in a monarchy and only if the 
PRQDUFKZDVZLOOLQJRUHYHQNHHQWRLQFOXGHWKH(PSLUH¶VEHVWPHQDVKLVDGYLVRUV 
 To form a more stable political environment, the old form of democratic rule, where 
members of the senate competed for a seat in the senate and to ensure personal influence on 
the political agenda, had to be replaced. Instead, senators were to be recruited among men 
from across the Empire; but they should not in any way be the equals of the emperor or share 
his powers but instead assume the role of his advisors on all sorts of political questions, such 
as issues of government, legislation and military matters.7 This governmental form was for 
Dio the only possibility, and the books on the Early Republic need therefore to be seen as 
pieces in a larger puzzle carefully put together to illustrate the flaws of a constitution where 
political power was divided between the people and a political elite that needed popular 
                                                          
4
 For the view that Dio contrasts a more stable early Rome with the chaotic period of the Late Republic see 
Simons 2009, 304±305; Kemezis 2014, 105.  
5
 Rich 1990, 8±9, 13±14.  
6
 See Edmondson 1999, 54±IRUGLVFXVVLRQRI'LR¶VDPELWLRQWRRIIHUDTXDOLILHGKLVWRULFDODFFRXQWIRU'LR¶V
own account of the composition of his work see 72.23.5. Additionally, note the famous passage describing the 
lack of sources for the imperial period relative to Republican Rome at 53.19.4. See also Millar 1964, 37; 
Reinhold 1988, 9±10; Murison 1999, 20±21. 
7
 Cass. Dio 52.15. See Cass. Dio 52.19.1±2 regarding the anachronistic proposal that Augustus was to select 
men from the provinces. 
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support to both govern and succeed.8 
 Another key theme in the Roman History is the destabilisation of the state by the 
competition between the strong dynasts on the one hand²that is those characterised by 
įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ (men like Sulla, Marius, Pompey and Caesar)²and on the other hand between the 
dynasts and what Dio describes as an envious and weak Senate. Pompey¶V XVH RI popular 
support to secure first his command against the pirates and a year later to replace Lucullus in 
the war against Mithridates is an example of the conflict between the Senate and the dynasts: 
the dynast got his way at first but was later blocked when the Senate, led by a hateful 
/XFXOOXVUHIXVHGWRUDWLI\3RPSH\¶VDFWV9 
 The point Dio tries to make is that a quest for wealth, power and prestige corrupted 
both the elite and political culture more generally, as military glory became increasingly 
available while Rome extended its sphere of interest beyond the borders of Italy. In order to 
prove the connection between democracy and an unregulated competition for political power, 
Dio offers a narrative in which both the elite and the political system as a whole changed as 
Rome expanded²a new development in Roman politics that took armies and members of the 
political elite to regions with unprecedented wealth and military prestige for those who had 
the fortune to win these wars. The version Dio offers in the first half of the Roman History is 
therefore also the story of how the elite of a city state lost track of their modesty and moral 
values as the Empire expanded and their wealth grew, and of how the new conquests forced 
men of political ambition to outdo each other in the hope that their part in history would be 
particularly memorable. The essential moment in Dio eyes was the fall of Carthage, which 
freed Rome for the external threat, which had kept the elite united hitherto. With Carthage 
RXWRIWKHZD\5RPH¶VDPELWLRXVHOLWHZDVQRZIUHHWRWXUQRQHDFKRWKHULQWKHLUSXUVXLWRI
power and military prestige. Dio was not alone in seeing the fall of Carthage as a turning 
point in Roman politics. Sallust, who Dio references in his text, offers a shorter but similar 
analysis and Tacitus sums up the same point in the Histories.10 The destruction of Carthage 
may have been a key moment in the history of Rome, which allowed 5RPH¶VSROLWLFDOHOLWHWR
                                                          
8
 See Cass. Dio 52.20.2 and 52.31.2 for the view that the people should never be allowed to vote for 
magistrates. 
9
 Kemezis 2014, 109±112; Vervaet 2014, 216±222; Coudry 2016, 33±36; Madsen 2016, 143±146. 
10
 )RUWKHIDOORI&DUWKDJHDVDGHILQLQJPRPHQWLQ5RPH¶VSROLWLFDOKLVWRU\VHH&DVV'LR))RU6DOOXVW¶V
similar view, see Sall. Cat. 10±12; Tac. Hist. 2.38.3. See also Libourel 1968, and the contributions by 
Lindholmer and Lange this volume.  
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shift its focus from the struggle to conquer and defend Italy from external threats to further 
expand the empire. But as Dio tries to show in the books on 5RPH¶VHDrly history, excessive 
ambition, greed, DQGSROLWLFDOVWULIHKDGDOZD\VEHHQDSDUWRIFLW\¶VSROLWLFDOKLVWRU\ 
 




for Numa perhaps, protagonists who sought power to VDWLVI\ WKHLU RZQ DPELWLRQV5RPH¶V
first king Romulus is criticised for not cooperating with the Senate and for treating the 
senators as his subjects (Cass. Dio F 1.11): 
 
ΥyĲȚ Υὁ Υ?ȦȝΥ?ȜȠȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖİȡȠȣıΥ?ĮȞ ĲȡĮȤΥ?ĲİȡȠȞ įȚΥέțİȚĲȠ țĮΥὶ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȚțΥ?ĲİȡȠȞ
ĮΥὐĲΥ? ʌȡȠıİĳΥέȡİĲȠțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὁȝΥ?ȡȠȣȢĲȠΥ?ȢȅΥὐȘȚΥέȞĲĮȚȢ ΥἀʌΥέįȦțİțĮșΥ? ἑĮȣĲΥὸȞțĮΥὶ 
ȠΥὐț ΥἀʌΥὸ țȠȚȞΥ?ȢȖȞΥ?ȝȘȢ Υ?ıʌİȡĲΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἐȖΥ?ȖȞİĲȠǜ ΥἀȖĮȞĮțĲȠΥ?ȞĲΥάȢĲİ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ĲΥ? 
ĮΥ?ıșΥ舂μİȞȠȢ ΥἄȜȜĮĲİ ΥἐʌĮȤșΥ? įȚİȜΥέȤșȘțĮΥὶ ĲΥέȜȠȢİΥἶʌİȞ ΥὅĲȚ³ΥἐȖΥ? Υ ȝΥ?Ȣ Υὦ ʌĮĲΥέȡİȢ
ΥἐȟİȜİȟΥάȝȘȞȠΥὐȤΥἵȞĮΥ?ȝİΥ?ȢΥἐȝȠΥ? ΥἄȡȤȘĲİΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἵȞĮΥἐȖΥ? Υ ȝΥ?ȞΥἐʌȚĲΥάĲĲȠȚȝȚ ´
 
Romulus assumed a rather harsh attitude toward the senate and behaved toward it 
much like a tyrant; he returned the hostages of the Veientes on his own 
responsibility and not by common consent, as was usually done. When he 
perceived that they were vexed at this he made a number of unpleasant remarks, 
and finally said: "I have chosen you, Fathers, not that you may rule me, but that 
I might have you to command." 
 
King Tarquinius Priscus, on the other hand, is portrayed as a more righteous man who treated 
both the people and the Senate with respect. He is praised for his ability to share his success 
with the people around him and for taking the blame himself whenever something went 
wrong (Cass. Dio F 9.2); and he appears to take notice of criticism without interest in 
retaliation or revenge (Cass. Dio F 9.3). But even Priscus appears in the narrative as someone 
who manipulates his way into power. After the death of Ancus Marcius, Priscus convinces 
the Senate to insert him as regent LQVWHDGRIDQQRXQFLQJ0DUFLXV¶VRQVDVVXFFHVVRUV as was 
the original plan (Zonar. 7.8). His power was consolidated by the failure to prepare the boys 
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for kingship and by adding his own supporters among the senators. Another element in the 
attempt to consolidate his power was his move to give his illegitimate son by a slave-woman, 
Servius Tullius, a prominent position in the state, promoting him above all others²a move 
that later inspired the plot against Priscus and the accession of Servius (Zonar. 7.8).  
 Servius is portrayed in much the same way. He too acts (ostensibly) as regent, now 
IRU3ULVFXV¶VRQVZKLFK he was not too keen to promote. He favoured the people with land 
and money, and freedmen too, but established the patron-client relationship by demanding 
that freedmen still owed services to their former masters. When the patricians later 
TXHVWLRQHG6HUYLXV¶OHJLWLPDWHULJKWWRUXOHthe people voted him king (Zonar. 7.9).11 'LR¶VRU
=RQDUDV¶ DFFRXQW RI KRZ WKH SHRSOH HOHFWHG 6HUYLXV GLIIHUV IURP Livy who maintains that 
kingship was never formally bestowed upon Servius, neither by popular vote nor by the 
Senate. The practice of illegitimate rule culminates with the death of Servius and the 
DFFHVVLRQRI3ULVFXV¶VRQ7DUTXLQLXV6HUYLXVLVVDLGWRhave promoted liberty and democracy 
but was killed in public by his own daughter, whom he had married to Tarquinius in order to 
strengthen the ties to the sons of Priscus.12 7DUTXLQLXV¶UHLJQRQWKHRWKHUKDQGLVGHVFULEHG
as a tyranny (Cass. Dio F 11.2):  
 
ΥyĲȚΥὁ ȉĮȡțΥ?ȞȚȠȢΥἐʌİΥὶ Υ?țĮȞΥ?ȢΥὡȢțĮΥὶ ΥἀțΥ?ȞĲȦȞĲȣȡĮȞȞΥ?ıȦȞʌĮȡİıțİȣΥάıĮĲȠĲȠΥ?Ȣ
įȣȞĮĲȦĲΥάĲȠȣȢʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞȝΥὲȞĲΥ?ȞȕȠȣȜİȣĲΥ?ȞΥἔʌİȚĲĮțĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȞΥἄȜȜȦȞıȣȜȜĮȝȕΥάȞȦȞ
ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢȝΥὲȞĳĮȞİȡΥ?ȢȠΥἷȢȖİĮΥ?ĲΥ?ĮȞĲȚȞΥ? İΥὐʌȡİʌΥ? ΥἐʌİȞİȖțİΥ?ȞΥἐįΥ?ȞĮĲȠʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢįΥὲ 
țĮΥὶ ȜΥάșȡΥ? ΥἀʌİțĲΥ?ȞȞȣİțĮΥ? ĲȚȞĮȢΥ?ʌİȡΥ?ȡȚȗİȞ 
 
Tarquinius, when he had made sufficient preparations to rule over them even 
against their will, first proceeded to arrest the most influential of the senators and 
next some of the other citizens, putting many to death publicly, when he could 
bring some plausible charge against them, and many others secretly, while some 
he banished. 
 
And later in the same paragraph (Cass. Dio F 11.4): 
 
țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ Ȗİ ȖİȡȠȣıΥ?ĮȞ țĮΥὶ țĮĲĮȜΥ?ıĮȚ ʌĮȞĲİȜΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌİȤİΥ?ȡȘıİȞ ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥἄșȡȠȚıȝĮ
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ΥἀȞșȡΥ?ʌȦȞΥἄȜȜȦȢĲİțĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚȜΥέțĲȦȞțĮΥὶ ʌȡΥ舁ἠȤȘȝĮʌȡȠıĲĮĲİΥ?ĮȢĲȚȞΥὸȢΥἀʌΥὸ ʌĮȜĮȚȠΥ? 
ΥἐȤΥ舂νĲȦȞʌȠȜİȝȚΥ?ĲĮĲȠȞĲȣȡΥάȞȞΥ? ȞȠȝΥ?ȗȦȞİΥἶȞĮȚ 
 
In fact, he even undertook to abolish the senate altogether, since he believed that 
every gathering of men, particularly of chosen persons who possessed some 
semblance of authority from antiquity, was most hostile to a tyrant. 
 
:KHQ VHHQ WRJHWKHU 'LR¶V SRUWUDLW RI 5RPH¶V HDUO\ PRQDUFK\ LV WKH VWRU\ RI SHUVRQDO
ambitions, a strong urge for power and a time in which WKH FLW\¶V SROLWLFDO SURWDJRQLVWV
manipulated, killed or tricked their way into power.13 Priscus and perhaps Servius were not as 
brutal as Tarquinius or as arrogant as Romulus but they still pursued power to satisfy their 
own ambitions. The story Dio offers is of the misuse of power by strong individuals in order 
to sidestep the senators who had the right to approve the king and to speak as advisors drawn 
from that body. The form of government Dio describes is a form of monarchy in which the 
king could bypass the Senate or manipulate the senators into agreeing either by inserting his 
own supporters in the council, by relying on help from personal friends, or by prosecuting 
members of the Senate. 
 ,WPD\ZHOOEHWKDW'LR¶VLQWHQWLRQZDVWRZULWHWKHKLVWRU\RI5RPHXQGHUWKHNLQJV
as accurately as he could. But it is equally evident that he shapes a story of the kings in a way 
that fits the bigger picture of how power corrupts and how under those circumstances the 
political elite (that is, the Senate) is left in a position where they can do very little to prevent 
5RPHIURPWXUQLQJLQWRDW\UDQQ\,Q'LR¶VYHUVLRQLWLVWKHNLQJhimself who was to blame 
every time the monarch became a tyrant, and this occurred whenever he was not approved by 
the senate or the moment he chose to rule without including the senators in decision-making. 
 'LR¶VUHIHUHQFHWR5RPXOXV¶UHPLQGHUWRWKHSenate that they were chosen so that he 
could rule them and not the other way around is particularly interesting. What is noteworthy 
KHUH LV WKDW'LRVHHPV WRTXHVWLRQ WKHPRQDUFK¶V ULJKW WR choose the senators and also that 
they, as his loyal advisors, were to follow his bidding. This point seems at odds with his own 
recommendation in book 52, where Augustus is encouraged to choose both his senators and 
the most important magistrates without any form of election.14 It is telling that, in his positive 
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 See the contributions by Lange and Lindholmer in this volume. 
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approach to monarchical rule in the age of Augustus, Dio emphasises that nothing was 
decided if the princeps did not agree.15 In the reign of Augustus, what Dio recommends is 
precisely a constitution under which the Senate has a limited influence on the political 
process, serving the emperor as his advisors²an ideal not that different from what he has 
Romulus suggest was the reason for establishing the Senate in the first place. What troubles 
'LRLQWKHFDVHRI5RPXOXVLVSHUKDSVQRWVRPXFKWKDWWKH6HQDWHZHUHWRREH\WKHNLQJ¶V
ELGGLQJ EXW WKH GLVUHVSHFW DQG ODFN RI DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW RI WKH VHQDWRUV¶ YDOXH DV UHOLDEOH
partners in the decision-making process. When Romulus bypassed the Senate and returned 
the hostages of Veii without first consulting it, he not only ignored practice, but also acted as 
a tyrant.  
 7KHDWWHPSW WRHVWDEOLVK'LR¶VDWWLWXGH WRZDUGV WKH6HQDWHDQG WKHSRlitical role that 
the council should have been allowed is hampered by the fragmentary state of books one and 
WZR<HWWKHLPSUHVVLRQRQHJHWVIURPZKDWLVOHIWDQGIURP=RQDUDV¶WH[WLVWKDWWKH6HQDWH
stood in the background with very little actual power, at least from the moment the king had 
been elected by the people. The example of Romulus humiliating the senators by reminding 
WKHPRI WKHKLHUDUFK\ VXJJHVWV WKDW LWZDV FRPPRQSUDFWLFH LQ'LR¶V DFFRXQWRI WKH5HJDO
Period to hear the Senate on different matters. Unlike Livy, who claims that Tarquinius was 
WKH ILUVW NLQJQRW WR LQFOXGH WKH6HQDWH LQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW'LR¶V WH[W RUZKDW LV OHIW RI LW
leaves the impression of a form of government where the kings ruled either as enlightened 
sole rulers, like Numa, Priscus and Servius, or as tyrants, like Tarquinius and, at least to some 
extent, Romulus (Livy 1.41). But it is characteristic that whenever they enter the narrative, 
the senators are on their heels. They had to listen to the abuse from Romulus and face the 
humiliation of being outmanoeuvred first by Priscus, who added his own supporters to their 
numbers, and later by Servius, who based his legitimate right to rule on the people alone. 
With the last king Tarquinius, things went from bad to worse when in order to secure his own 
position, he persecuted and killed many of the senators in an attempt to dissolve the Senate 
altogether.  
 Tarquinius marks the low point of the early Roman monarchy and the first time 
5RPH¶VSROLWLFDOV\VWHPUHDFKHGURFNERWWRP. Use of violence and abuse and the attempt to 
break the Senate with political murders and creative prosecutions reflect the kind of 
illegitimate rule that was fuelled by personal ambitions. It is that kind of ambition and lust for 
power that Dio classifies as tyranny and as an almost natural part of human nature and which 
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 See Cass. Dio 53.17 and 53.21. 
 112 
 
he warns against throughout the entire Roman History. In what seems to serve as the 
conclusion of the history of the early kings, Dio offers his own thoughts on the challenges 
that every monarch had to face when he accepted the throne (Cass. Dio F 12.9): 
 
ΥyĲȚ ĲΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȕĮıȚȜİΥ?ĮȢ ʌȡΥ?ȖȝĮ ȠΥὐț ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȣ ȝΥ舂νȠȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚıĲΥ?ȝȘȢ țĮΥὶ 
ıȣȞȘșİΥ?ĮȢ İΥἴʌİȡ ĲȚ ΥἄȜȜȠ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȣ įİΥ?ĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐȤ ȠΥἷΥ?Ȟ ĲΥέ ΥἐıĲȚȞ ΥἄȞİȣ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȦȞ
ΥἁȥΥάȝİȞΥ舂ν ĲȚȞĮ ıȦĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚ ʌȠȜȜȠΥὶ ȖȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ıʌİȡ ΥἐȢ Υ?ȥȠȢ ĲȚ ȝΥέȖĮ ʌĮȡΥ? ȜΥ?ȖȠȞ
ΥἀȡșΥέȞĲİȢ ȠΥὐț ΥἤȞİȖțĮȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝİĲİΥ?ȡȚıȚȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Ĳİ țĮĲĮʌİıΥ舂νĲİȢ Υ?ʌΥ? 
ΥἐțʌȜΥ?ȟİȦȢΥἔʌĲĮȚıĮȞțĮΥὶ Ĳ ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἀȡȤȠȝΥέȞȦȞʌΥάȞĲĮıȣȞȘȜΥ舂ἃıĮȞ 
 
The business of kingship, more than any other, demands not merely excellence of 
character, but also great understanding and experience, and it is not possible 
without these qualities for the man who takes hold of it to show moderation. 
Many, for example, as if raised unexpectedly to some great height, have not 
endured their elevation, but being overcome with giddiness, have fallen and not 
only brought disaster to themselves but at the same time shattered all the interests 
of their subjects. 
 
7KHSDUDJUDSK UHODWLQJ WR WKHKLVWRU\RI5RPH¶V HDUO\NLQJVPD\EH UHDGDV DYHUGLFW RQ D
perLRG LQ 5RPH¶V SROLWLFDl history in which individuals acquired the throne either by 
manipulating their way into power or by the use of violence. This pessimistic view of Roman 
politics during the reign of the kings was not shared by Livy who mostly sees the reign of 
Tarquinius aVWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHFULVLV,Q/LY\¶VYHUVLRQ7DUTXLQLXVZDVJXLOW\RINLOOLQJ
numerous senators either because he disagreed with them or because he wanted their money. 
He ruled on his own account and was the first king, Livy claims, to abolish the custom of 
asking advice of the Senate and the first to rule by consulting only his personal friends.16  
 7KLVEULQJVXVEDFNWR'LR¶VRZQYDOXHVDQGWRKLVYLHZRI5RPDQKLVWRU\7KHUHLVD
warning to be read in the first books, namely how young and unprepared monarchs, like 
Tarquinius, pose a threat not only to themselves but to the state as a whole. Dio may have had 
Caracalla and some of the other young emperors in mind when he wrote about the importance 
of education, understanding, and moderation, values he saw as absent from the reign of 
Tarquinius and, much later, men like Caligula, Nero, Domitian, Commodus and, of course, 
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A Few Good Men  
 
The fall of Tarquinius marks the beginning of a new era, when monarchical rule gave way to 
democracy. The reader is introduced to a number of righteous senators who are praised for 
setting aside their own ambitions to do what was in the best interest of the commonwealth but 
also to a number of individuals whose ambitions for power and prestige threaten to 
destabilisH WKH HQWLUH VWDWH DV ZHOO DV 5RPH¶V OHDGLQJ UROH RQ WKH ,WDOLDQ 3HQLQVXOD 2QH
example of an ideal Roman senator is L. Quinctius Cincinnatus who appears briefly in the 
fragments of book five. Here Dio tells the moving story, set about 458 BCE, of the election of 
a modest and undemanding senator was elected to the dictatorship and his call to rescue the 
Roman general Minucius and his army which was trapped by the Aequi. Dio tells the story of 
how Cincinnatus was working the land with his own hands when the news of his appointment 
was handed to him by a delegation of senators.17 
 The story of Cincinnatus leaving his small farm and quickly winning the war only to 
return to finish his work is the stuff legends are made of.18 The story of the modest 
&LQFLQQDWXV ILWV 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH (DUO\ 5HSXEOLF ZKHUH PHQ ZLWK WKH ULJKW YDOXHV
ensured the right balance during an age marked by competition among members of the elite 
DQG WKH VWUXJJOH EHWZHHQ 5RPH¶V HOLWH DQG WKH SHRSOH To Dio, Cincinnatus was the 
personification of the highly qualified leader who did not desire power for its own sake but 
used it as a tool to serve the state when asked to step in. That Cincinnatus refrains from using 
his newly-won powers and popularity and that he gave up his command in order to return to 
his previous life is a quality, real or not, which Dio juxtaposes with the chaos in Late 
Republican Rome, where, Dio claims, all the protagonists save Cato the younger were 
involved in politics for their own benefit (Cass. Dio 37.57.3).19  
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 Cass. Dio 5 F 23.2. For a far more detailed description of the events, see Livy 3.26±29; also Scullard 1961, 
69; Cornell 1989, 288; Cornell 1995, 307. 
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 Cornell 1995, 307. 
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 See Cass. Dio 37.57.3 where Dio mentions Cato as an exception. However, Cato was also prone to envy or at 
OHDVWWRWKHIHDUWKDW&DHVDUZRXOGEHFRPHWRRSRZHUIXO,Q'LR¶VYHUVLRQ&DWRRSSRVHV&DHVDU¶VODQGUHIRUPV
in 59 BCE because he opposed such changes out of principle. Cato is referred to as a upright man but at the same 




of Veii and Falerii, was faced with envy both from his peers and the people, and at the end 
was forced to leave Rome to live with the RutuOLVHH&RXGU\LQWKLVYROXPH'LR¶V&DPLOOXV
is punished for being righteous and god-fearing. After the spectacular capture of Veii, where 
the Roman troops had entered the city by a tunnel dug through a hill, Camillus gave a tenth of 
the booty to Apollo to honour a vow he had made to the god, and then celebrated his victory 
with a spectacular triumph in Rome, riding into the city in a chariot driven by white horses. 
The people were angered because of the sum that was set aside to the god and they hated 
Camillus for celebrating his success in the manner he did (Zonar. 7.21; cf. Cass. Dio F 24.4±
6). In the war against the Faliscans, Dio describes how a just and upstanding Camillus, firmly 
URRWHGLQ5RPDQYDOXHVUHIXVHGWRWDNHWKHFLW\¶VFKLOGUHQDVKRVWDJHs when a traitor handed 
them over to him. Dio describes how Camillus sends the children back to the city; struck by 
WKHJHQHUDO¶VJHVWXUH WKH)DOLVFDQV WKHQ ODLGGRZQ WKHLUZHDSRQVDQGVLJQHGDQDJUHHPHQW
with the Romans without any fighting. The success at Falerii made Camillus even more 
envied both by the people and, perhaps more surprisingly, by his close friends, who refused 
to assist him in the trial that the tribunes were putting together (Cass. Dio F 24.2).20  
 &DPLOOXV¶ VWRU\ LV LOOXVWUDWLYH RI WKHway Dio saw Roman politics in the age of the 
democracy or, in broader terms, how Roman society in his eyes operated in the early 4th 
century BCE 7KDW WKH SHRSOH DQG PRUH VXUSULVLQJO\ &DPLOOXV¶ FORVH IULHQGV RSSRVHG D
righteous and morally-grounded general out of envy, criticising him for keeping his promise 
to Apollo, is to Dio an example of how envy and political ambition was already part of the 
political reality in the Early Republic. Democracy in the Roman form was from the start 
malfunctioning²even in the age of the Early Republic²troubled by free competition, strife 
RYHUSROLWLFDO ULJKWVEHWZHHQ5RPH¶V VRFLDOFODVVHVSHUVRQDODPELWLRQVDPRQJPHPEHUVRI
the elite and, as in the case of Camillus, by jealousy.21 What LQ'LR¶VPLQGKROGV WKHVWDWH
together or what prevents the Romans from engaging in open political strife or full-scale civil 
war was precisely men like Camillus and Cincinnatus who tried their best to do what was in 
the best interest of the state. Cincinnatus, by winning the war and handing his powers back to 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
Caesar much popularity within the public. On the account of this see Cass. Dio 43.3. See also Burden-Strevens 
forthcoming. 
20
 Cornell holds that Camillus is an historical person but notes that the account of the sack of Veii is mythical 
(1995, 311±312); Harris 2016, 20 ; Scullard 1961, 73±75. For the account by Livy, see 5.21±28; see also Lange 
2016, 94±RQ&DPLOOXV¶WULXPSKDIWHU9HLL 
21
 Burden-Strevens 2015, 180; Rees 2011, 19±20; on the process against Scipio see Simons 2009, 234±237. 
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the state as a good example of correct leadership; and Camillus, in solving the situation with 
the Faliscans by showing mercy and sending the children back to their parents, thereby 
avoiding a bloody attempt to take the city. The point is further illustrated by the example of 
Cincinnatus who, late in life, accepted the election as dictator to solve a food crisis and to 
prevent Spurius Maelius from setting up a tyranny.22 
 Moderation and an eye for the greater good is another theme to which Dio often 
returns. The quarrel between Lucius Papirius Cursor and Quintus Fabius Maximus Rullianus, 
his master of horse, in the war against the Samnites in 325 BCE is used as another example of 
how great men were able to disregard personal ambitions to solve problems. In a brief 
fragment 'LRGHVFULEHV KRZ5XOOLDQXV VXSSRUWHG3DSLULXV¶ FRQVXODU HOHFWLRQ The fragment 
does not include the account of Papirius¶ and Rullianus¶ contention when the latter, as 
3DSLULXV¶PDVWHURIKRUVHKDG IRXJKWDQGGHIHDWHG WKH6DPQLWHVDJDLQVWhis direct orders.23 
This crisis between the two generals is instead offered by Livy who explains that Papirius 
went up against both the Senate and the people by demanding that Rullianus be executed for 
having disobeyed direct orders. The crisis was put to rest when Rullianus¶ father and the 
SHRSOH¶V WULEXQHV DVNHG WKH GLFWDWRU IRU IRUJLYHQHVV24 Judging frRP 'LR¶V DFFRXQW WKH
incident was still an issue when envoys from Rome asked Rullianus to set aside his 
differences with Papirius and support his election for the dictatorship in 310. Rullianus, who 
was consul at the time, put off the decision until nightfall but then announced his support. 
The fragment brakes off and the UHDVRQLQJEHKLQG5XOOLDQXV¶GHFLVLRQWRVXSSRUt Papirius (if 
Dio offered it) is now lost. Yet, the reference to Rullianus¶ DJUHHPHQW to support Papirius 
implies that the former knew his enemy would be the right man to solve the crisis.25 
 Rullianus is here the bigger man who puts aside his hatred against one who tried to 
have him killed in order to ensure Rome the best possible command in the war to come and 
so the best available course to victory,Q/LY\¶VYHUVLRQRIWKHHYHQWVZKHUHHQY\LVVDLGWR
KDYHIXHOOHG3DSLULXV¶UDJHWKHGLFWDWRUZHQWXSDJDLQVWWKHHQWLUHSROLWLFDOHVWDEOLVKPHQWLQ
the city, arguing that Rullianus had to be punished in order to maintain discipline in the 




 Cass. Dio F 36.26. 
24
 At 8.29±8.36 Livy offers a long and dramatic account of the political crisis that followed 5XOOLDQXV¶decision 
to disobey the order of Papirius and how the latter asked for a capital punishment for Rullianus. 
25
 Cass. Dio F 36.26; see also Livy 9.38. 
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army.26 The point Dio wants to make is that despite the bad blood between them, Rullianus 
ZDV DEOH WR VHW KLV SHUVRQDO IHHOLQJV DVLGH DQG DFW UDWLRQDOO\ZKHQ DFFHSWLQJ WKH VHQDWRUV¶
proposal to appoint Papirius dictator. 
 Gaius Fabricius was another example of a modest senator with a healthy attitude 
toward the prestige and power of commands. Dio emphasises that the honest Fabricius 
GRZQSOD\HG5XILQXV¶ ODFNRIKRQHVW\ LQ FRQQHFWLRQZLWK VXSSRUWLQJKLP LQ WKHTXHVt for a 
command against Pyrrhus; he also emphasises that Rufinus was less firm against bribes but 
argues that Fabricius supported him regardless, as Rufinus would be the right man to lead the 
army against Pyrrhus (Cass. Dio F 40.1±2): 
 
ΥyĲȚ īΥάȚȠȢ ĭĮȕȡΥ?țȚȠȢ ΥἐȞ ȝΥὲȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȠȚȢ ΥὅȝȠȚȠȢ ΥἦȞ Υ?ȠȣĳΥ?ȞΥ?, ΥἐȞ įΥὲ įΥ? ĲΥ? 
ΥἀįȦȡȠįȠțΥ?Υ? ʌȠȜΥ? ʌȡȠΥέȤȦȞǜ ΥἦȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἀįȦȡΥ舁ἡĮĲȠȢ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥὶ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞΥ? ȠΥὔĲΥ? 
ΥἠȡΥέıțİĲȠțĮΥὶ ἀİΥ? ʌȠĲİįȚİĳΥέȡİĲȠΥὅȝȦȢΥἐȤİȚȡȠĲΥ舂νȘıİȞΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȚΥ舁ἡĮĲȠȞȖΥ?ȡĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ
ΥἐȢĲΥ?ȞĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜΥέȝȠȣȤȡİΥ?ĮȞΥἐȞΥ舂μȚıİȞİΥἶȞĮȚțĮΥὶ ʌ ȡΥ? ΥὀȜΥ?ȖȠȞĲΥ?ȞΥ?įΥ?ĮȞΥἔȤșȡĮȞʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥ? țȠȚȞΥ? ıȣȝĳΥέȡȠȞĲĮΥἐʌȠȚΥ?ıĮĲȠțĮΥὶ įΥ舂ξĮȞȖİțĮΥὶ ΥἐțĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣΥἐțĲΥ?ıĮĲȠțȡİΥ?ĲĲȦȞ
țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ĳșΥ?ȞȠȣ ȖİȞΥ舂μİȞȠȢ Υὅıʌİȡ ʌȠȣ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡΥ?ıĲȦȞ ΥἀȞįȡΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ʌΥὸ 
ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐȖȖΥ?ȖȞİĲĮȚ ĳȚȜΥ舂?ȠȜΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ Υ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐț ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȡȠıȤΥ?ȝĮĲȚ
ΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȞΥἀıțΥ?ȞΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥἴıΥ? ĲΥ? ĲİΥ?ĳΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ įȚΥ? ΥἑĲΥέȡȠȣ ĲȚȞΥ舂ἍțΥἂȞįȚΥάĳȠȡΥ?Ȣ
ȠΥ? Υ?İΥ? ĲȚĲΥ?ȞʌΥ?ȜȚȞʌĮșİΥ?ȞΥἐĲΥ?șİĲȠ. 
 
Gaius Fabricius in most respects was like Rufinus, but in incorruptibility far 
superior. He was very firm against bribes, and on that account not only was 
obnoxious to Rufinus, but was always at variance with him. Yet he appointed the 
latter, thinking that he was a most proper person to meet the requirements of the 
war, and making his personal enmity of little account in comparison with the 
advantage of the commonwealth. From this action also he gained renown, in that 
he had shown himself superior even to jealousy, which springs up in the hearts of 
many of the best men by reason of emulation. Since he was a true patriot and did 
not practice virtue for a show, he thought it a matter of indifference whether the 
state were benefited by him or by some other man, even if that man were an 
opponent. 
 
                                                          
26
 2Q3DSLULXV¶MHDORXV\RI5XOOLDQXV¶VXFFHVV see Livy 8.31. 
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Here the fragment breaks off and it is not known whether Dio went on to describe the 
example Fabricius set when, as censor in 275 BCE, he expelled Rufinus for being in 
possession of silverware²the first time a censor expelled a member of the Senate for ethical 
UHDVRQV%XWHYHQ LI WKH WZRQHYHUFDPHWR WHUPV)DEULFLXV¶VXSSRUWRI5XILQXV LQ WKHZDU
against Pyrrhus HPSKDVLVHVWKHH[WHQWRI)DEULFLXV¶DELOLW\WR disregard his personal attitude 
towards Rufinus. 
 Quintus Fabius Maximus, a great grandson of Rullianus, is the last model senator to 
be considered here. When dictator in the Second Punic War, Fabius decided to meet the 
request of Marcus Minucius Rufus, his master of horse, to share the command. The people 
backed the proposal and Fabius is said to have held no anger either against Rufus or the 
assembly.27 Instead, he apparently believed that the desire to divide the command was a 
natural reaction and Dio assures his readers that Fabius would be happy if only the 
commonwealth emerged from the war unscathed.28 
 Again, the model politician is portrayed as someone more concerned with the safety 
and success of the state than the glory of winning the war as sole commander. Yet, there is a 
catch. Rufus is voted the command but is defeated because of his excessive ambition and 
desire for power and victory. The episode is an example of how Dio claims that ambition and 
the competition to obtain prestigious commands were becoming a more and more apparent 
factor in Roman politics. 
 ,Q'LR¶VYHUVLRQ5RPHRU5RPDQSROLWLFVEHQHILWHGLQWKH(DUO\DQG0LGGOH5HSXEOLF
from the leadership of good men who stepped up to save the Romans whenever the political 
system was challenged E\WKHSHUVRQDODPELWLRQVRI5RPH¶VSROLWLFDOHOLWHD5RPDQSHRSOH
captured by populist arguments or threats from outside forces. Both the ambitious individuals 
who hope to secure a glorious career for themselves and prestigious commands with 
important victories and those who slowed the political crises by show of modesty, wisdom 
and by setting good examples were members of the Senate. The political climate Dio 
describes is therefore one, where personal ambition and quest for glory encouraged the most 
infOXHQWLDOPHPEHUVRIWKH6HQDWHWRWU\WRVXSHUVHGHWKHLUIHOORZVHQDWRUV'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI
the Early and Middle republic is therefore the story of how a democratic form of constitution 
was per definition unsustainable as it would always generate a political environment that 
                                                          
27
 See also Livy 22.26±27. 
28
 Cass. Dio F 57.16. See also Briscoe1989, 50±51 and Zimmermann 2011, 285±286. Scullard (1961, 193±194) 
holds that Rufus was not faling as much as ancient histiography wants its readers to believe. 
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would lead to competition and jealousy between members of the elite followed by hatred, 
broken laws and in the end chaos and political dissolution.  
 What kept the senators together was, apart the threat from other people on the Italian 
Peninsula and the wars with Carthage, a larger degree of equality between members of the 
elite. As Rome moved oversee and the campaigns were longer and more rewarding the ideals 
of equality elite of equals was no longer obtainable, which then forced men with ambition 
into a struggle for magistracies and prestigious commands. In the attempt to ensure as much 
SROLWLFDO LQIOXHQFH DV SRVVLEOH 5RPH¶V ODZV DQG LWV FRQVWLWXWLRQDO WUDGLWLRQV ZHUH WKH ILUVW
victims. Dio does not say it explicitly, but the reason why Rome stays on the right track, up 
until the third Punic wars, was because of the limits to the wealth and glory members of the 
Senate were able to obtain from fighting other Italian states and by defending Rome and Italy 
from outside enemies. In other words, it was easier to stay modest when there was not that 
much to gain from fighting in the first place.  
 The Punic Wars and other wars overseas changed Roman politics to the worse. Dio 
describes how Appius Claudius Pulcher (consul in 143 BCE) draws Italy as his province 
where no enemies were assigned and, out of envy of his colleague, Quintus Caecilius 
Metellus, stirs up a war against the Salassi to ensure himself the opportunity for a triumph 
&DVV'LR)&ODXGLXV¶EHKDYLRXUDQQRXQFHVWKDWQHZWLPes in Roman politics were on 
their way, where members of the political elite were promoting their own agenda in pursuit of 
military commands and prestigious enemies to defeat, paying little attention to the needs of 
the state or to the damage their hunt for glory was causing the commonwealth. As part of the 
same tale, the Gracchi are introduced to the reader as populists who worked to overturn the 
political order only to fulfil their own ambitions. Tiberius is said to have been ambitious but 
with an aim of making things better, while Gaius comes across as a demagogue and as 
someone who attacks the constitution and would have overthrown both the aristocratic elite 
and the senatorial order had he lived long enough to carry out his plans (Cass. Dio F 83.1, 
83.4±6, 83.7).  
 With the removal of the Punic threat, the Roman elite was freed from the danger that 
kept them united. In the paragraph that marks the transition from the Middle to the Late 
5HSXEOLF7KHUHDGHULVWROGKRZ5RPH¶VSROLWLFDOV\VWHPRULWVSROLtical culture, was falling 
apart leading to a political:29  
 
                                                          
29
 Kemezis 2014, 94±95 and Lange in this volume. See also Cass. Dio 52.1.1.  
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ΥyĲȚ ȂΥ?ȡțȠȢ ΥὈ țĲΥάȠȣȚȠȢ ĲΥ? īȡΥάțȤΥ? įȚΥ? ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțΥ?ĮȞ ıȣȖȖİȞȚțΥ?Ȟ ΥἑțΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀȞĲȘȖȦȞΥ?ȗİĲȠ țĮΥὶ Υἐț ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣȠΥὐįΥὲȞȝΥέĲȡȚȠȞ ΥἐʌȡΥάĲĲİĲȠ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἀȞĲȚĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ
ʌİȡȚȖİȞΥέıșĮȚ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ?ȜȦȞ Υἢ ĲΥὸ țȠȚȞΥὸȞ Υ?ĳİȜΥ?ıĮȚ ʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞ țĮΥὶ ȕΥ?ĮȚĮ
Υ?ıʌİȡ ΥἐȞ įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?Υ? ĲȚȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐ įȘȝȠțȡĮĲΥ?Υ?, ΥἔʌȡĮȟĮȞ ʌȠȜȜΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἄĲȠʌĮ
Υ?ıʌİȡΥἐȞʌȠȜΥέȝΥ? ĲȚȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ?ȠΥὐțİΥ?ȡΥ?ȞΥ?, ἔʌĮșȠȞĲȠΥ?ĲȠȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡİΥἷȢʌȡΥὸȢΥἕȞĮĲȠΥ?ĲȠ
įΥὲ ʌȠȜȜȠΥὶ țĮĲΥ? ıȣıĲΥάıİȚȢ ȜȠȚįȠȡΥ?ĮȢ Ĳİ ΥἐʌĮȤșİΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ȝΥάȤĮȢ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅĲȚ țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἄȜȜȘȞʌΥ舂λȚȞΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ? ȕȠȣȜİȣĲȘȡΥ?Υ? ĲΥ? ĲİΥἐțțȜȘıΥ?Υ? ΥἐʌȠȚȠΥ?ȞĲȠĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ
ʌȡȠĳΥάıİȚ ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȞΥ舂μȠȣ ȤȡΥ?ȝİȞȠȚ ĲΥ? įΥὲ ΥἔȡȖΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜĮ ʌΥάȞĲĮ
įȚĮıʌİȣįΥ舂μİȞȠȚ Υ?ıĲİ ΥἐȞȝȘįİȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ?ȜȦȞΥἐȜĮĲĲȠΥ?ıșĮȚțΥἀțĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣȠΥὔĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜȠĲȚ
ĲΥ?ȞİΥ?șȚıȝΥέȞȦȞΥἐȞțΥ?ıȝΥ? ıȣȞΥέȕĮȚȞİȞȠΥὔșΥ? ĮΥ? ΥἀȡȤĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȞİȞȠȝȚıȝΥέȞĮΥἔʌȡĮııȠȞĲΥ? 
įΥὲ įȚțĮıĲΥ?ȡȚĮ ΥἐʌΥέʌĮȣĲȠ țĮΥὶ ıȣȝȕΥ舂λĮȚȠȞ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ΥἐȖΥ?ȖȞİĲȠ ΥἄȜȜȘ Ĳİ ĲĮȡĮȤΥ? țĮΥὶ 
ΥἀțȡȚıΥ?Į ʌĮȞĲĮȤȠΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἦȞǜ țĮΥὶ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ ʌΥ舂λİȦȢ ΥἔĳİȡȠȞ ıĲȡĮĲȠʌΥέįȠȣ įΥὲ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ
ΥἀʌİΥ?ȤȠȞ. 
 
Thereafter there was no semblance of moderation; but zealously vying, as they 
did, each to prevail over the other rather than to benefit the state, they committed 
many acts of violence more appropriate in a despotism than in a democracy, and 
suffered many unusual calamities appropriate to war rather than to peace. For in 
addition to their individual conflicts there were many who banded together and 
indulged in bitter abuse and conflicts, not only throughout the city generally, but 
even in the very senate-KRXVH DQG WKH SRSXODU DVVHPEO\«7KH UHVXOW ZDV WKDW
none of the usual business was carried on in an orderly way: the magistrates could 
not perform their accustomed duties, courts came to a stop, no contract was 
entered into, and other sorts of confusion and disorder were rife everywhere. 
 
With this rather pessimistic remark on the state of Roman politics, Dio opens the account of 
ZKDW KH GHVFULEHV DV WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI WKH HQG RI 5RPH¶V GHPRFUDF\ ZKHUH LQIOXHQWLDO
protagonists used the constitution to circumvent their peers and so to disconnect the Senate 
from the decision-making process. According to Dio, this was the period when an ambitious 
political elite fought each other in civil wars to surpass their peers and to enhance their own 




The Rebirth of the Senate and tKH0RUDORI'LR¶V+istory 
 
'LR¶VVWRU\RIWKH5RPDQ6HQDWHLVWKHWDOHRIDQHOLWHWKDWZDVFRPSHWLQJIRUWKHSRZHUDQG
prestige of military and political achievements. The early kings won the throne by killing 
their opponents or by manipulation, such as when they, in the role of regents, slowly 
E\SDVVHG WKHLUSUHGHFHVVRUV¶ VRQVRU WULFNHG WKH6HQDWH LQ WR DFFHSWLQJ WKHPDVNLQJV7KH
political environment Dio describes in the Regal Period is characterised by personal greed 
and untenable ambitions, such as when Tarquinius killed Servius Tullius. Several of the kings 
in the fragments are described in ways that resemble tyrants who, in the same way as 
Romulus, either remind the senators of their inferiority or, like Tarquinius, worked to 
undermine the Senate through reducing its numbers by killing off its members in unlawful 
prosecutions,or by refusing to the replace deceased or fallen members. 
 In the Early and Middle Republic, the Senate is free from the tyranny of kings and 
responsible for the government of Rome. The impression Dio passes on is of a political 
system characterised by inner political stability in a time of need and pressure, first from the 
ZDUVZLWK WKH ,WDOLDQSHRSOHVDQG ODWHUZLWK&DUWKDJH5RPH¶VSROLWLFDO HOLWHs were still the 
victims of their own personal ambitions; they were envious and like Papirius, Rufus and 
Claudius Pulcher found it difficult to handle the success of other senators. Dio offers 
examples of how individual senators pushed their peers and the political system to the limit in 
order to obtain certain commands, as when Rufus was finally allowed to share the command 
ZLWK)DELXV%XWZKDWPDNHV'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRIWKH(DUO\DQG0LGGOH5HSXEOLFGLIIHUHQWIURP
his account of the Late Republic is that Rome could still lean on good and just men²senators 
like Rullianus who did not block the election of Papirius, or Gaius Fabricius, who recognised 
WKHPLOLWDU\WDOHQWVRI5XILQXV5RPH¶VHOLWHZDVcertainly just as ambitious as they had been 
under the kings or were to become in the Late Republic. %XW LQ'LR¶VYHUsion the senators 
were able to set aside their own ambitions to do what was right at that specific moment, 
whether it was to support the command or appointment of a political enemy, share a 
command or, like Cincinnatus, to accept one only to resign again the moment the war was 
won. Compared to the situation of Late Republican Rome, the political elite in the Early and 
Middle Republic may appear less ambitious or at least less ruthless than seems to have been 
the case when men like Marius, Sulla, Caesar and later Octavian fought each other and as part 
of the struggle unleashed their armies against Rome to get their way, or when Pompey used 
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his popular support to fulfil his political and military ambitions.30 
 Late Republican Rome is, on the other hand, described as a period of greed and 
political instability. Cato the Younger was one of a few men in politics doing what was in the 
EHVWLQWHUHVWRIWKHVWDWH%XWHYHQKHIDLOHGZKHQKHFKRVHQRWWREDFN&DHVDU¶VODQGUHIRUPV
in 59, even if he knew reforms were needed.31 Dio describes a political climate where the 
senators were looking to win as much power and influence as possible with no eyes for the 
interests of the state. Dio now portrays a culture where members of the Senate were forced to 
set themselves apart from their peers. One way to stand out was to support laws that would 
HQVXUH EDFNLQJ IURP WKH SHRSOH H[HPSOLILHG E\ 7LEHULXV *UDFFKXV¶ DQG &DHVDU¶V ODQG
UHIRUPV RU &LFHUR¶V VXSSRUW IRU WKH lex Manilia. Another strategy was to win important 
victories over prestigious enemies, which generals could then convert into political capital. 
3RPSH\ZDVILUVWLQYROYHGLQWKHFLYLOZDUVEHWZHHQ6XOODDQG0DULXV¶VXSSRUWHUVKLVYLFWRU\
in Spain and conquest of the East are examples of how he built his popular support on 
military success. It is in the unregulated competition for prestige and political influence that 
Dio sees the limits of demokratia. It was in the struggle between men with excessive 
ambitions and considerable popular support, which allowed them to bypass the Senate, that 
Dio sees demokratia being replaced by dynasteiai.32 
 The account of the Senate in the time of the Republic is part of a larger argument in 
which Dio hopes to demonstrate the flaws of democracy. At the fall of Tarquinius, when 
Rome was a Latin city-state, the democratic government was reasonably stable. The nature of 
man provided that personal ambitions and the desire for recognition and glory was always a 
OLDELOLW\<HW LQ'LR¶VYLHZWKHSROLWLFDOHOLWHZDVDEOHWRIDFe pressing military challenges 
because they were guided by morally well-equipped men. From the moment Rome 
transformed into an empire with provinces and spheres of interest far beyond Italy and the 
Tiber valley there was too much at stake in terms of power, prestige, and wealth for which 
the elite had to compete. The people and their demands for land and political influence are 
here seen as part of the problem and Dio has Maecenas warn Augustus that he ought to 
                                                          
30
 Kemezis 2014, 105±106 notes that Dio offers a more idealised description of the political elite in this period, 
less ambitious and more morally grounded than politicians during the Late Republic.  
31
 Dio offers a long description of how the Senate was well-informed about the law designed to free up land for 
3RPSH\¶V VROGLHUVDQGKHGHVFULEHVKRZ&DWRDQG WKH6HQDWHRSSRVHG WKH ODZRXWRI IHDU WKDW&DHVDUZRXOG
become too popular if it passed (Cass. Dio 38.1±2). See also Madsen 2016, 144±145. 
32
 Kemezis 2014, 110. 
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include the people in the decision-making process.33  
 'LR¶VKLVWRU\RIWKH6HQDWHDQGWKHDUJXPHQWDJDLQVW5RPH¶VGHPRFUDWLFFRQVWLWXWLRQ
come together in the books on imperial Rome, where the dissolution of democracy and free 
political competition led to a more stable political system²but only when the new monarchs 
ruled responsibly with the senators as their associates.34 ,Q 'LR¶V H\HV WKH 3ULQFLSDWH
introduced a new age in Roman politics. It ushered in a new political reality, in which 
Augustus and later emperors were responsible for implementing the laws and for governing 
the state.35 Now, Dio uses a lot of space in his account of Augustus to demonstrate how 
Augustus included the Senate by listening to their opinions, but at the same time he 
underlines both that nothing was decided against his will and that, after a century of civil war 
and political recklessness, the senators had to be schooled to reassume their role as the 
advisory board of the magistrates. In other words, the previously incapable and greedy 
senators had to transform their role from protagonists and political actors to a more limited 
IXQFWLRQDV WKH HPSHURU¶V WUXVWHHVZLWKZKRPKHZRXOGGLVFXVVSROLWLFVEHIRUHPDNLQJKLV
decision. Any advice implies an element of disagreement and criticism, which is what the 
VHQDWRUV LQ'LR¶VYLHZ DUH H[SHFWHG WRGHOLYHU36 What Dio describes is a gradual process 
through which Augustus tries to include what is described as a reluctant or indifferent Senate 
in the political process by making Senate meetings compulsory and by giving them a real 
opportunity to prepare for the meetings by announcing new laws well in advance.37 The 
decision to meet with a smaller number of senators and the consuls was another way to 
                                                          
33
 Cass. Dio 52.20.2±3. 
34
 2Q'LR¶VFULWLFLVPRI6HYHUXVIRUFKRRVLQJWKHVXSSRUWRIKLVDUP\RYHUKLVDVVRFLDWHVLQWKH6Hnate, see e.g. 
Cass. Dio 74.2.3; Madsen 2016, 146±149. 
35
 Dio has Maecenas advise Augustus to take advice from the best men in the state and to implement the laws 
without including the masses (52.15). That Augustus was to be given absolute power is underlined by 
0DHFHQDV¶ DVVHUWLRQ WKDW KH ZDV WR VHOHFW ERWK WKH VHQDWRUV DQG WKH PDJLVWUDWHV ZLWKRXW DQ HOHFWLRQ SURFHVV
(52.19±22; Reinhold 1988, 190, 204; Rich 1990, 13±14; Kemezis 2014, 132). 
36
 That Augustus withheld his own opinion until the senators had been given a chance to speak their mind 
freely is an example of that ideal (Cass. Dio 53.21). The exchange of ideas is repeated in the paragraphs where 
e.g. Vespasian and Nerva are praised for the praxis of always conferring with the senators before making their 
decisions (Cass. Dio 65.10.5 and 68.2.3). 
37
 On how Augustus made an effort to involve the Senate in the government see Cass. Dio 55.3±4, 55.34.1. See 
also Madsen 2016, 146±147. 
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include the Senate more directly in the political process.38  
 7KH6HQDWH¶V DELOLW\ WR UHVWRUH LWVHOIXQGHU WKH JXLGDQFHRI$XJXVWXV LV DQRWKHUNH\
HOHPHQWLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHDQGLVIXUWKHURXWOLQHGLQWKHDFFRXQWRI7LEHULXV¶HDUO\\HDUV8S
XQWLOWKHWLPHRI*HUPDQLFXV¶GHDWK'LRGHVFULEHVDSHULRGRIUHDVRQDble political stability, 
ZKHUH WKH6HQDWH SOD\HG D FRQVWUXFWLYH UROH(YHQ LI7LEHULXV¶ LQWHQWLRQVZHUH QRW VLQFHUH
Rome and the Empire still benefited from the cooperation between the princeps and the 
(PSLUH¶VSROLWLFDO HOLWH$IWHU WKHGHDWKRI*HUPDQLFus, Dio describes Tiberius as a tyrant, 
freed from opposition, who showed his brutal, devious and unreliable character. Maiestas 
trials became an integral part of Roman politics and a tool to manage an elite frustrated by 
being excluded from a political process in which they were now accustomed to take part.39 
 There is a rhetorical element in the way Dio stages Tiberius as a devious personality 
who, in competition with the more popular Germanicus, acted as if he respected the 
competencies of the Senate and its role as an important political institution, only to show 
himself as a tyrant the moment Germanicus was out of the way. In other words, the Senate 
PD\QRWKDYHEHHQDVLQYROYHGLQJRYHUQPHQWLQ7LEHULXV¶HDUO\\HDUVDVLVVXJJHVWHGE\'LR
nor did the senators necessarily feel the freedom to speak their minds as openly as Dio 
claimed they did.40 But to make the case for Augustus restoring the Senate to the point where 
the members realised the need to leave aside personal ambitions, to do what was in the best 
interest of the state, Dio needed the Senate to be fully functional as a core institution in 
Roman poliWLFVDWWKHWLPHRI7LEHULXV¶DFFHVVLRQ,IWKH6HQDWHZDVQRWUHDG\WRWDNHSROLWLFDO
UHVSRQVLELOLW\E\WKHWLPHRI$XJXVWXV¶GHDWK'LR¶VLGHDORIDQHPSHURUKDGQRWPDQDJHGWR
restore the Senate as a reliable political institution. Certainly Tacitus made no such point: he 
ZRXOG QRW UHFRJQLVH'LR¶V FODLP WKDW$XJXVWXVPDGH DQ HIIRUW WR LQFOXGH WKH 6HQDWH DV D
trusted partner in the government of the Empire (Tac. Ann. 1.1±10,Q'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHLWZDV
in the imperial period, under monarchical rule and under the guidance of Augustus, that the 
Senate found its true form. Freed from the agony of political competition, overly ambitious 
SHHUV DQG D FRQVWDQW QHHG WR DVVHUW RQH¶V VWDQGLQJ WKURXJKPLOLWDU\ JORU\ DQG SRSXODU EXW
                                                          
38
 Cass. Dio 53.21.4  
39
 Cass. Dio 57.23.3; Madsen forthcoming. 
40
 On parrhêsia see Mallan 2016, 269±272. Dio is here likely to have been inspired by the thoughts of Marcus 
Aurelius in the Meditationes, where the emperor acknowledges the need of free and frank speech (Med. 1.6). 
)RU7LEHULXV¶DWWHPSWWREULQJWKH6HQDWHEDFNLQWRWKHGHFLVLRQ-making process and to force them to take part in 
the government, see Levick 1976, 75±77; Seager 1972, 129±131; Wiedemann 1996, 204±206. 
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controversial legislation, the senaWRUV ZRXOG ILQDOO\ DVVXPH WKH UROH DV WKH HPSHURU¶s 
partners²but not his equals²ready to offer their support.  
 In his account of the imperial period, Dio shapes a narrative where competent 
HPSHURUVLQFOXGHWKH6HQDWHRUUHFRJQLVHWKHFRXQFLO¶VULJKWWREH heard and so play an active 
part in the decision-PDNLQJ SURFHVV'LR¶V DFFRXQW IROORZV D QDUUDWLYH WKDW LVZHOO NQRZQ
from the writing of ancient authors. Julio-Claudian emperors are criticised for ruling through 
fear and the terror of unpredictable persecutions.41 Vespasian, another civil war champion, is 
praised for bringing stability to a political system in crisis and for including the Senate in 
most of the decisions. The new emperor is said to have listened to the thoughts of others 
(even to the more unreasonable criticism) and is praised for putting an end to the maiestas 
trials, which his predecessors had used as a tool to suppress the Senate while the senators had 
used them as a means to promote themselves in the hope that they would win the emperor¶V
gratitude.42 (OHFWHGE\WKH6HQDWHDIWHUWKHIDOORI'RPLWLDQDQG5RPH¶VVHFRQGG\QDVW\WKH
old emperor is celebrated for having stabilised Rome when he appointed Trajan, another 
experienced and well tested senator, for ending a new period of political trials initiated by 
'RPLWLDQDQGDVZHVDZDERYHIRUDOZD\VLQFOXGLQJWKHDGYLFHRIKLVIRUPHUSHHUV,Q'LR¶V
version, it was under Nerva that Roman politics entered its golden age which was 
characterised by the practice of emperors adopting their successors among members of the 
Senate. He was the first to choose talent over family when he adopted Trajan, a man with 
Spanish ancestry, disregarding his own male relatives (Cass. Dio 68.4.1±2).  
 In this line of thought²even if it was an illusion²with the adoptive emperors the 
Senate was back at the centre of Roman politics; not in the same way as in Republican Rome, 
where the strongest members of the Senate competed for political influence, military 
commands, and glory to set themselves apart from their peers, but rather as a pool of talent 
from which the next emperor was selected. It is here, according to Dio, in the combination of 
a proven emperor who was chosen from among the most experienced senators and a 
monarchical form of government that the ideal constitution for Rome materialises. It should 
be underlined, however, that it was never the intention that the emperor was to share his 
powers with the Senate. They were his former peers and a council of experts who should be 
                                                          
41
 For example7LEHULXV¶ WHUURULVLQJ WKH6HQDWH &DVV'LR&DOLJXOD¶VNLOOLQJRI VHQDWRUV 
DQG1HUR¶VEUXWDOLW\DQGJHQHUDOODFNRILQWHUHVWLQJRYHUQLQJWKHHPSLUH. 
42
 )RU9HVSDVLDQ¶VHIIRUWVWRLQFOXGHWKH6HQDWHVHHCass. Dio 65.10.5; for his rejection of maiestas trials see 
Cass. Dio 66.19.1±2. 
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KHDUGEXW'LR¶V VHQDWHKDGQR OHJLVODWLYHSRZHUVRUDQ\PHDQV WRFKDOOHQJH WKHHPSHURU¶V
decisions. That Dio believed ambition for power and prestige lay just below the surface, also 
in the case of the imperial Senate, is testified by the remark in book 52 where Maecenas 
suggests that the emperor select the magistrates precisely to avoid competition (Cass. Dio 
52.20.1±3).  
 With the emperor as the absolute monarch it was his responsibility, as in the time of 
the kings, to include the senators in the decision-making process by listening to the advice 
and criticism they expressed freely without fear of being punished or prosecuted. As the 
senators had no power on their own, other than experience and wisdom, they were not to 
blame should emperors choose to ignore the senate and rule alone as tyrants supported by the 
army, their prefects, freedmen, other trustees or their ambitious mothers. It is interesting to 
note that Dio keeps the senators blameless every time there is a conflict between an emperor 
and the Senate. Dio rarely comments on Senate-meetings, nor offers detailed accounts of 
debates where the emperor and larger parts of the Senate profoundly disagreed. There are a 
few isolated references to senators who ask the emperor a question that could be interpreted 
as criticism. One example LVWKHLQFLGHQWZKHUH$VLQLXV*DOOXVTXHVWLRQV7LEHULXV¶SURSRVDO
to divide the burden of the princeps in three parts: Rome and Italy, the legions, and the 
provinces, which is met with considerable opposition in the senate (Cass. Dio 57.2.5±7). 
Another example is when Helvidius Priscus goes up against Vespasian who ends up 
H[HFXWLQJKLP ,Q'LR¶V YHUVLRQ LW LV KHUH3ULVFXVQRW WKH HPSHURUZKR LV WREODPH IRU WKH




Dio is still seen as an author who reproduced the writings of earlier historians with no or only 
a few ideas of his own.44 But it is no longer the consensus among Dio scholars that he was 
WRRRFFXSLHGZLWKWKHWDVNLWZDVWRZULWH5RPH¶V history to fully understand the challenges 
                                                          
43
 2Q 7LEHULXV¶ VXJJHVWLRQ WR VKDUH KLV SRZHUV DQG KRZ $VLQLXV *DOOXV TXHVWLRQHG WKH VLQFHULW\ RI WKDW
proposal, see Cass. Dio 57.2.5±7. For Helvidius Priscus, Cass. Dio 65.12.2±3. 
44
 For example, see Simons 2009, 303±IRUWKHYLHZWKDW'LR¶VSHUVSHFWLYHRQWKHHDUO\5HSXEOLFLVGUDZQ
IURP 3RVLGRQLXV )RU RWKHU UHFHQW VWXGLHV LQ ZKLFK'LR¶VRoman History is studied from the perspective of 
Quellenforschung see Foulon 2016; de Franchis 2016; Fromentin 2016. 
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Rome faced or to make his own analysis of why Roman history took the turns it did.45 A more 
common approach is to see the historian as a product of his own time and the senatorial order 
of which he was an integrated member.46 Dio wrote his Roman history in the shadow of the 
Severans, where the influence and the status of the Senate were threatened by a new dynasty 
that chose to rely on the support of the army. Troubled by a political reality where the army 
and the equestrians became increasingly prominent factors in Roman politics, Dio wrote a 
defence for the senatorial order by emphasising the importance of including the senators in 
the decision-making process as well as in the administration.47  
 Like all other historians, Dio was a product of his time. His writing suggests that he 
felt threatened by the growing influence of the army and of the equestrian order, and the 
DFFHVVLRQ RI 0DFULQXV 5RPH¶V HTXHVWULDQ emperor, marked an absolute low-point in the 
history of Rome (78.40±41). The Agrippa-Maecenas dialogue is therefore in many ways a 
WH[WWKDWFKDOOHQJHVWKHSROLWLFDOUHDOLW\RI'LR¶VWLPHDQGWKHVXJJHVWLRQE\)HUJXV0LOODUWKDW
it was read aloud, at least in part, at the court with Caracalla in the audience is tempting.48  
 Now, much suggests that Dio had higher hopes with this writing than to defend the 
status and safety of the senators. There is a paradox in the way Dio promotes a form of 
constitution where the emperor is given unlimited power at a time where one emperor after 
another ruled without including the Senate. The praise of monarchy in book 52 in particular 
suggests that he was driven more by an overall conviction that monarchy was superior to 
other constitutions. He differs from commentators like Tacitus and Pliny, who advocate a 
form of government where the Senate was allowed more influence on affairs. Neither Pliny 
nor Tacitus seems to support a constitution under which the emperor chose the senators and 
the most influential magistrates. They both support the principate but emphasise that the 
Senate was to take real political responsibility. Pliny has Trajan encourage it and Tacitus 
describes the early second century as a moment of freedom, precisely because the Senate was 
                                                          
45
 Contra Millar 1964, 73.  
46
 Again, see Millar 1964, 73±74. See also Reinhold 1988, 12±13; Murison 1999, 22±23. On the view that Dio 
is not simply writing history from the perspective of his own time, see Rich 1990, 14. See also Lindholmer 2016 
106; Burden-Strevens 2015, 304±305; see also Reinhold & Swan 1990, 168±173. 
47
 See Swan 2004, 5±IRU'LR¶VGLVDSSURYDORIWKHLQFUHDVLQJLQIOXHQFHRIWKHHTXHVWULDQRUGHUDQGWKHUHLJQRI
Macrinus. 
48
 Millar 1964, 104. 
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given the opportunity to interact politically.49  
 'LR¶V FULWLFLVP RI the evolution of Roman politics during the Republican period 
contains profound scepticism about a system where an overly ambitious and very resourceful 
SROLWLFDOHOLWHZDVZHDOWK\HQRXJKWRPHHWWKHSHRSOH¶VQHHGVRQWKHLURZQDQGWRUDLse armies 
LQWKHSXUVXLWRISHUVRQDOJORU\DQGSUHVWLJH'LR¶VFRYHUDJHRIWKH6HQDWHLOOXVWUDWHVWKDWKLV
perspective was one of a Roman senator)URP0DHFHQDV¶VXJJHVWLRQWKDW$XJXVWXVZDVWR
select the best men from all over the Empire, it could be understood that Dio had an eye for a 
more Greek form of monarchy where the monarch ruled with a court of advisors and trustees. 
Dio mentions the concilium principis in the narrative of imperial Rome but not as a better 
alternative or a more influential council than the full Senate. Members of the concilium were 
SHUKDSVFORVHU WR WKHHPSHURUDQG WKHUHIRUHPRUHDEOH WR LQIOXHQFH WKHHPSHURU¶VGHFLVLRQV
but in the material we have seen, they do not outrank the full Senate and, for that matter, do 
not seem to have been more privileged or more servile than the other senators. Dio does not 
promote or celebrate the formation of smaller councils, which would have been natural had 
he thought that selected advisors were to be preferred over a larger council, and he did not 
FUHGLWDQ\RI WKHHPSHURUVZLWKVHHNLQJDGYLFH LQVPDOOHU IRUD$XJXVWXV¶GHFLVLRQ WR IRUP
the concilium principis is treated in neutral terms and there is no praise for Septimius who 
even added Dio among his amici.50 
 'LR¶VUHVHUYDWLRQWRZDUGV5RPDQSROLtics in the age of the Republic needs to be seen 
in the spirit of a profound scepticism towards democracy, which he, in the case of Rome, 
defines as a form of constitution where popular votes determine the election of magistrates 
and the passing of laws. To fulfil their ambitions, members of the political elite would need to 
secure popular support and follow a populist strategy such as when the Gracchi and Caesar 
proposed land reforms, when Marius reformed the army by promising land to his soldiers 
after dePRELOLVDWLRQRUZKHQ3RPSH\ZRUNHG FORVHO\ZLWK WKHSHRSOH¶V WULEXQHV WR HQVXUH
that he would be given the commands he wanted. Like most other intellectuals, Dio was 
sceptical towards a form of constitution in which the people had the final say and questioned 
WKHHOLWH¶VDELOLW\WRUHPDLQPRGHVWDQGKHVHHVSROLWLFDOVWULIHEURNHQODZVDQGFLYLOZDUVDV
a natural consequence of free and unregulated competition. To make his point, Dio uses his 
Roman History to show that political ambitions and desire for glory and prestige were key but 
also destabilising components in political systems where access to power was decided by 
                                                          
49
 Pliny Pan. 2.3; Tac. Hist. 1.2; for discussion, see Madsen 2014, 26±28. 
50
 Cass. Dio 53.21 and 74.2.3.  
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open competition, and he reminds his readers that unmanaged ambitions posed a constant 
threat to political stability²even in the imperial period when civil wars and politically-
motivated murders of senators and emperors continued to threaten the existence of Rome and 
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which describe the Early and Middle Republics, is to address their specific features, and ask 
whether they reveal an original representation of this period. In other words, to situate this 
VHFWLRQRI'LR¶VZRUNZLWKLQWKHWH[WRIWKHRoman History as a whole as well as within the 
tradition of writing early Republican history. One possible means of inquiry may be to apply 
WKHVHTXHVWLRQVWRWKH³JUHDWPHQ´RIWKDWSHULRG5RPDQVWDWHVPHQPDJLVWUDWHVDQGJHQHUDOV
who as conquerors or politicians played a part in its history. Are they depicted in a distinctive 
manner, contrasting with what can be observed in the preserved books? Or conversely, are 
the ways in which their actions are described and inserted into the narrative similar across 
diverse periods, and how can we relate these figures to the general interpretation of the 
history of Rome in which they appear?1  
 Such a purpose may appear over-ambitious, considering the poor remains of these 
books, but a first look at the references collected in the index of the last volume of the Loeb 
Classical Library edition suggests that the material is not so meagre as to hinder this enquiry. 
The names of most of the great men of the Early and Middle Republic do appear, either in 
preserved fragments belonging to the Byzantine collections of Excerpta RU LQ =RQDUDV¶
epitome, often in both.2 Moreover, for some of them, the distinctive episodes of their lives 
recorded in these books of Dio, as testified by their remains, are not less numerous than those 
known from the rest of the tradition, as will be seen later in the case of Fabricius, for 
instance. Naturally, the results will be limited: the methods of literary analysis applied to the 
preserved books, which permit the identification of a wide range of devices used for character 
portrayal, cannot be YDOLGIRUIUDJPHQWVDQGHSLWRPHV+RZHYHULGHQWLI\LQJ'LR¶VSDUWLFXODU
manner of associating characters with general ideas and historical analyses reveals possible 




 Missing great men are very few: Horatius Cocles, Servilius Ahala, Valerius Corvus (but not Valerius 
Corvinus). As Christopher Mallan underlines in his contribution to this volume, some of the Byzantine authors 
RIWKHWHQWKDQGHOHYHQWKFHQWXULHV³ZHUHWKH heirs of the Roman exemplar-WUDGLWLRQ´EHFDXVHRIWKHUHVXUJHQFH
of interest, at this time, in Regal and Republican Roman history. 
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and sometimes even significant similarities in such associations between the first fragmentary 
books and the subsequent preserved ones.  
 %HIRUHXQGHUWDNLQJVXFKDVWXG\DORRNDW'LR¶VXVHRIexempla may be a rewarding 
initial approach in the round. In Greek and Roman culture, as we know, great men of the past 
were not half-forgotten figures from distant times, but familiar names present in everyday 
life, mainly to propose examples of good or bad behaviour to follow or to avoid. This 
occurred particularly in public life, where political discussions provided occasions for 
arguing in general terms and illustrating the point by recording the actions of some well-
known figure of the past. Orators often made use of this device, called exempla; they were 
trained in schools of rhetoric, and had at their disposal written collections of stereotyped 
anecdotes, where they could find the right exemplum for the right occasion. Many of these, 
IRU LQVWDQFH WDNH SODFH LQ &LFHUR¶V RUDWLRQV DQG &DVVLXV 'LR ZKRVH 5HSXEOLFDQ DQG
Augustan books include many discourses, naturally followed this widespread literary 
tradition.3  
 At first glance, this does not seem to deserve special attention: exempla are an 
ordinary feature of speeches. But, knowing how carefully Dio elaborated those pieces of 
oratory, which he located at precise moments of his narrative with the clear purpose of 
underlining in this manner some of the most important turning points of the Roman history, a 
closer examination is worthwhile. Actually, his use of exempla is often quite conventional: 
several great men are cited together in a very allusive way, and present a series obviously 
IDPLOLDU WRKLVDXGLHQFHD WHFKQLTXHH[HPSOLILHGDOVR LQ&LFHUR¶VSUHVHUYHGVSHHFKHV IURP
which the exempla are usually borrowed.4 These figures are generally taken from the remote 
past of Rome, that is the Regal Period or the beginnings of the Republic, like Horatius 
Cocles, Mucius Scaevola, Brutus, and Valerius Publicola. However, sometimes more recent 
ones are added from the Middle Republic and down to the end of the second century, like 
                                                          
3
 The use of exempla happens, mostly, in the long speeches of Cicero to the senators, when he calls for concord 
after the Ides of March (44.23±33), and when he tries to unite them against Antony at the beginning of 43 BC 
(45.18±EXWDOVR LQ&DHVDU¶V VSHHFK WRTXLHW WKH VHQDWRUV¶DQ[LHW\DIWHU KLVYLFWRU\RYHU WKH3RPSHLDQVDW
Thapsus in 46 BC (43.15± LQ 2FWDYLDQ¶V GLVFRXUVH SUHWHQGLQJ WR OD\ GRZQ KLV SRZHUV LQ -DQXDU\  BC 
(53.3±10), and even in the dialogue between Cicero, driven to exile, and Philiscos in 58 BC (38.18±29) as well as 
LQ $JULSSD DQG0DHFHQDV¶ ZHOO-known speeches to Augustus in 29 BC (52.2±13 and 14±40). But Dio never 
produces exempla in the narrative or reflective parts of his History. They are strictly reserved for rhetorical 





Regulus and other great generals. They are included to illustrate some commonplaces of 
political oratory, namely the hatred of kings,5 the tragic consequences of civil strife,6 or, more 
simply, Roman ancient virtues.7 But these speeches can also include exempla of a clearly 
different kind: then, the characters are not just names, related to conventional ideas; their 
actions are recollected and commented, obviously, to call forth more elaborate ideas. 
Moreover, they are gathered in series which, contrary to those mentioned above, are quite 
homogeneous. All belong to the period of the civil wars of the Late Republic, from Marius 
and Sulla down to Caesar and his murderers, and all are related to precise topics such as the 
effects of military victory in civil conflicts,8 the desire or refusal of sole power, or the dangers 
it entails.9 +HUHZHFDQHDVLO\UHFRJQLVHVRPHRI'LR¶VIDYRXULWH LGHDVZKLFKFRQVWLWXWHWKH
backbone of his interpretation of the passage from Republic to Empire. In other words, when 
Dio endeavours to formulate political analysis of his own, the actions of great men are the 
starting point of his reasoning, instead of the adornment of a topos: his use of exempla 
becomes less conventional, and departs from rhetorical habits. 
 This particular use of exempla also appears LQ D SDVVDJH RI $JULSSD¶V VSHHFK WR
$XJXVWXV RIWHQ PHQWLRQHG EHFDXVH LW FRQYH\V RQH RI WKH YDULRXV IRUPXODWLRQV RI 'LR¶V
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRI&DHVDU¶VPXUGHUDQGWKHUHMHFWLRQRIKLVDWWHPSWDWPRQDUFKLFDOUXOH%XWLW
comprises something more, and actually unusual in the Roman History: it puts side by side 
three characters belonging to widely different periods of the Roman Republic, Caesar, 
Scipio²the conqueror of Hannibal at the end of the third century²and Camillus, who 
stormed Veii and saved Rome from the Gauls at the beginning of the fourth century. All three 
are mentioned as examples of the inescapable fate in a democracy of great men who are 
EHOLHYHG WR DVSLUH WR VXSUHPH SRZHU 7KXV LW SURYLGHV DQ LQWHUHVWLQJ LQVLJKW LQWR  'LR¶V
general reflections abRXW 5RPH¶V FRQVWLWXWLRQDO KLVWRU\  WKH EURDG FKURQRORJLFDO
perspective of his work, and 3) his use of characters to convey an understanding of his 
historiographical purpose. This text may be a convenient starting point for our study of great 
men in the Republican lost books. 






 Octavian to the Senate (53.8.3). 
8
 Cicero after the Ides of March (44.28.1±3). 
9
 )RULQVWDQFHLQ0DHFHQDV¶VSHHFK3±4) oULQ$XJXVWXV¶IXQHUDORUDWLRQ 
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 A brief presentation of the passage will illuminate its originality. It mentions, first, 
two series of statesmen of the Late Republic who made opposite political choices, with 
opposite results:  
 
ĲİțȝΥ?ȡȚȠȞ įΥέ, ȂΥάȡȚȠȢ ȝΥὲȞ țĮΥὶ ȈΥ?ȜȜĮȢ țĮΥὶ ȂΥέĲİȜȜȠȢ, țĮΥὶ ȆȠȝʌΥ?ȚȠȢ ĲΥὸ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞ, ΥἐȞ 
țȡΥάĲİȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȡĮȖȝΥάĲȦȞ ȖİȞΥ?ȝİȞȠȚ ȠΥὔĲΥ? ΥἠșΥέȜȘıĮȞ įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?ıĮȚ ȠΥὔĲΥ? ΥἔʌĮșȠȞ ʌĮȡΥ? 
ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ įİȚȞΥὸȞ ȠΥὐįΥέȞǜ ȀΥ?ȞȞĮȢ įΥὲ įΥ? țĮΥὶ ȈĲȡΥάȕȦȞ, Υὅ Ĳİ ȂΥάȡȚȠȢ Υὁ ΥἕĲİȡȠȢ țĮΥὶ Υὁ 
ȈİȡĲΥ?ȡȚȠȢ, Υὅ Ĳİ ȆȠȝʌΥ?ȚȠȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ȝİĲΥ? ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ, ĲΥ?Ȣ įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ıĮȞĲİȢ țĮțΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἀʌΥ?ȜȠȞĲȠ. 
 
Marius and Sulla and Metellus10 and Pompey at first, when they got control of 
affairs, not only refused to assume sovereign power, but also escaped disaster 
thereby; whereas Cinna and Strabo,11 the younger Marius and Sertorius and 
Pompey himself conceived a desire for supreme power and perished 
miserably (52.13.2).12  
 
Here Dio makes a quite conventional use of exempla: names arranged in series and related to 
the topic in a schematic manner.13 7KHQ FRPHV 'LR¶V H[SODQDWLRQ IRUPXODWHG WKURXJK D
general rule:  
 
įȣıȤİȡΥὲȢ ȖΥάȡ ΥἐıĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ?ȜȚȞ ĲĮΥ?ĲȘȞ, ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȠȚȢ Ĳİ ΥἔĲİıȚ įİįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȘȝΥέȞȘȞ țĮΥὶ 
ĲȠıȠΥ?ĲȦȞ ΥἀȞșȡΥ?ʌȦȞ ΥἄȡȤȠȣıĮȞ, įȠȣȜİΥ?ıĮΥ? ĲȚȞȚ ΥἐșİȜΥ?ıĮȚ.  
 
For it is a difficult matter to induce this city, which has enjoyed a democratic 
government for so many years and holds empire over so many people, to consent 
to become a slave to anyone (52.13.3). 
 
                                                          
10
 Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius, consul with Sulla in 80 BC. 
11
 Cn. 3RPSHLXV6WUDER3RPSHLXV0DJQXV¶IDWKHUZKRIRXJKW&LQQDDQGGLHGLQ 
12
 The translations are those of the Loeb Classical Library with some minor emendations. 
13
 $VIRULWVVWUXFWXUHWKLVSDVVDJHLVLGHQWLFDOWRWKHFRUUHVSRQGLQJSDVVDJHLQ0DHFHQDV¶VSHHFKRSSRVLQJWZR
series of statesmen regarding the topic of the danger of giving up supreme power (52.17.3±4). 
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In other words, democracy and domination of a single man are mutually exclusive. 
Furthermore, the three characters mentioned above, Camillus, Scipio and Caesar, are called 
upon with a precise commentary for each:  
 
țĮΥὶ ΥἀțȠΥ?İȚȢ ȝΥὲȞ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥὸȞ ȀΥάȝȚȜȜȠȞ Υ?ʌİȡΥ?ȡȚıĮȞ, ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ȜİȣțȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἵʌʌȠȚȢ 4ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? 
ΥἐʌȚȞΥ?țȚĮ ΥἐȤȡΥ?ıĮĲȠ, ΥἀțȠΥ?İȚȢ įΥὲ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥὸȞ ȈțȚʌΥ?ȦȞĮ țĮĲΥέȜȣıĮȞ, ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ĲȚȞĮ ʌȜİȠȞİȟΥ?ĮȞ 
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? țĮĲΥέȖȞȦıĮȞ, ȝΥέȝȞȘıĮȚ įΥὲ ΥὅʌȦȢ ĲΥ? ʌĮĲȡΥ? ıȠȣ ʌȡȠıȘȞΥέȤșȘıĮȞ, ΥὅĲȚ ĲȚȞΥ? 
Υ?ʌȠȥΥ?ĮȞ ΥἐȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ȝȠȞĮȡȤΥ?ĮȢ ΥἔıȤȠȞ. țĮΥ?ĲȠȚ ĲȠΥ?ĲȦȞ ȝΥὲȞ ΥἀȝİΥ?ȞȠȣȢ ΥἄȞįȡİȢ ȠΥὐįΥέȞİȢ 
ΥἄȜȜȠȚ ȖİȖΥ舂νĮıȚȞ. 
 
You have heard how the people banished Camillus just because he used white 
horses for his triumph; you have heard how they deposed Scipio from power, first 
condemning him for some act of arrogance; and you remember how they 
proceeded against your father just because they conceived a suspicion that he 
desired to be sole ruler. Yet there have never been any better men than these 
(52.13.3±4).  
 
The implication of this last part of the passage seems clear: although separated by numerous 
generations, Camillus, Scipio, and Caesar belong to the same category of statesmen; they 
made the same political mistake, and from that point of view the Middle and the Late 
Republic are not two different ages. The recurring problem of individuals suspected of 
desiring sole power, and the reactions it caused, mean that the Republican period is to be 
considered as a whole. Camillus and Scipio are clearly conceived as forerunners of Caesar.14 
 Such observations are an incitement to scrutinise the fragmentary part of the 
Republican books covering the Early and Middle Republic (books 3 to 24) and address two 
related questions: do the preserved passages concerning these two characters also allude to 
the broad topic of overly powerful individuals and democracy? Do they also underline the 
difficulty of accommodating and including these individuals in a democracy? In other words, 
GR WKH SDVVDJHV JLYH FRQILUPDWLRQ RI ZKDW WKH DERYH H[WUDFW RI $JULSSD¶V VSHHFK FOHDUO\
VWDWHV"0RUHZLGHO\ZH VKRXOG DVNZKHWKHU'LR¶V WUHDWPHQWRISURPLQHQWPDJLVWUDWHV DQG






JHQHUDOV¶ DFWLRQV DQGEHKDYLRXU²a subject which has been rather neglected²15reflects his 
historical analysis in that part of his History too. A brief inquiry into these earlier books 
DOUHDG\ DOORZV XV WR QRWLFH D FRQWUDVW EHWZHHQ ZKDW DSSHDUV WR EH 'LR¶V YLHZ RI WZR
categories of statesmen. On one side, a few figures²Camillus, Scipio Africanus, and also 
Fabricius²ZKRVHHPWREHQHILWIURP'LR¶VSDUWLFXODUDWWHQWLRQWKH\DSSHDUPRUHIUHTXHQWO\
in the narrative and often with specific comments related to political and constitutional topics. 
On the other side, actors who make only episodic appearances without comments, and are 
merely allowed conventional portraits. Included in this group are Cato, Marcellus, Aemilius 
Paullus, Mummius, and even Scipio the younger.16 
 Of course, the fragmentary nature of these books and our dependence on Byzantine 
H[FHUSWRUVDQGHSLWRPDWRUVZKRVHSXUSRVHVZHUHQRWWKHVDPHDV'LR¶VSRLQWWRIUXVWUDWLQJ
limitations for this inquiry. One cannot exclude that the relative paucity of our information on 
these (apparently) backstage actors like Marcellus and soPH RWKHUV GRHV QRW UHIOHFW 'LR¶V
choices, and we may have a mistaken view of their importance in the original narrative. 
Consequently, our selection of the three prominent figures of Camillus, Fabricius and Scipio 
is intended rather as taking advantage of their wider occurrence in what remains of books 3±
24 than asserting that Dio had a lesser interest in other figures.17 But it seems altogether 
ZRUWKZKLOHPRUHRYHUEHFDXVH'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRIHDUO\5RPHGLIIHUVLQDQXPEHURISDVVDJHV
from what we read in the rest of the tradition This divergence is especially noticeable in the 
case of the three statesmen mentioned above. We may expect that it results from a deliberate 
choice of sources on the part of Dio, and reveals a particular interpretation of the behaviour 
of these statesmen. 
 )RUWKHVHUHDVRQV,ZLOOIRFXVRQWKHVSHFLILFLWLHVRI'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHVHWKUHH
great men in so far as we can perceive them from what remains of those fragmentary books. 
7KDW LPSOLHV D VHOHFWLRQ IURP WKH PDWHULDO SURYLGHG E\ WKH IUDJPHQWV DQG E\ =RQDUDV¶
                                                          
15
 In recent studies about great men, what has been stressed is rather the historical and literary construction of 
their figures, and these inquiries have concerned mostly authors from the Republic and early Principate (Coudry 
& Späth 2001; Torregaray 1998; except Gowing 2009 who focuses on imperial Greek historiography. In studies 
about Cassius Dio, instead, statesmen have been considered as part of wider topics, mainly the place of oratory 
DQGLWVUHODWLRQWRQDUUDWLYH)HFKQHURQ)DEULFLXV¶DQVZHUWRNLQJ3\UUKXV.HPH]LV2QO\0DOODQ 





 See Caire 2006 on the choices of the excerptors and Christopher MaOODQ¶VFRQWULEXWLRQLQWKLVYROXPH 
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epitome, putting aside all obviously factual mentions²that is, deprived of any comments or 
suggested significance²which would not be relevant for the perspective chosen here and 




Scipio is far ahead of other statesmen in terms of frequency RIDSSDUHDQFHLQ'LR¶VHistory. 
Thus these instances provide a convenient springboard for exemplifying the various sorts of 
contexts in which prominent figures may occur in the books under scrutiny. The passages 
selected,18 excluding all those where Scipio is just a name,19 (all the events of his political 
DQGPLOLWDU\FDUHHUDUHDFWXDOO\PHQWLRQHGPRUHRUOHVVEULHIO\LQ'LR¶VIUDJPHQWVRU=RQDUDV¶
epitome)20 FDQEHGLYLGHGLQWRWKUHHJURXSV1DUUDWLYHSDVVDJHVZKHUH6FLSLR¶VDFWLRQVDUH
described in a quite neutral mode, for instance his negotiations with Carthage after Zama.21 
These are to be found mostly in the Excerpta de legationibus and we will leave them aside 
because they appear as deprived of any suggested significance. 2) Narrative passages 
LQWHQGLQJWRH[KLELWWKHPRUDOTXDOLWLHVRIWKHFKDUDFWHUIRULQVWDQFHZKHQGHVFULELQJ6FLSLR¶V
campaign in Spain, his behaviour towards the soldiers or the Celtiberian chiefs or his 
treatment of king Syphax when the latter has been defeated and captured. These passages, to 
be found²unsurprisingly²in the Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis, are in some way an 
expansion of the portrait painted by Dio when introducing Scipio in the narrative of the 
Spanish war (F 57.38), when he is sent tKHUH WR WDNH RYHU WKH DUP\ DIWHU KLV IDWKHU¶V DQG
XQFOH¶V GHDWKV  3DVVDJHV GHVFULELQJ SROLWLFDO FRQIOLFWV LQYROYLQJ 6FLSLR 7KHVH RFFXU DW
three points: on the occasion of his planned landing in Africa directly from Spain (F 57.53±
56); on the occasion of his stay in Sicily when he has been elected consul (in 205 BC) and 
instructed to cross to Africa (F 57.62); on the occasion of the trial involving first his brother 
Lucius and then himself, which he escaped by retiring to his Campanian villa at Liternum (F 
                                                          
18
 See table 1, below: Scipio Africanus, occurrences. 
19
 An instance among many others is his embassy to Antiochos when the king harboured Hannibal (Zonar. 
9.18.12±13) 
20
 Selected for inclusion were even his first achievement (rescuing his father during the battle on the river 
Ticinus when still an adulescens at the beginning of the Hannibalic war) and his last (his retirement at 
Liternum). See references in Etcheto 2012, Prosopographie, n°12, 161±165. 
21
 F 57.82. 
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63). All these passages should be examined, because they provide comments on the reactions 
EURXJKWDERXWE\6FLSLR¶VEHKDYLRXUIRUPXODWHGLQJHQHUDOWHUPVDQGHFKRHGLQRWKHUSDUWVRI
the Roman History where they surface again. 
 The most interesting of these three passages is the first one. It is the longest, part of 
the so-called Paris fragments which describe events of the years 207 to 200 BC,22 and its 
peculiarity has already been noticed because it provides an account which is clearly different 
from what we read in Polybius, Livy and Appian.23  
 
ȈțȚʌΥ?ȦȞ įΥὲ ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ʌΥάȞĲĮ ĲΥ? ΥἐȞĲΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ? ȆȣȡȘȞĮΥ?Ƞȣ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ȕΥ?Υ?, ĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥὁȝȠȜȠȖΥ耊? 
ʌȡȠıİʌȠȚΥ?ıĮĲȠ, ĲΥὸȞ ıĲΥ舂λȠȞ ĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȁȚȕΥ?ȘȞ ΥἡĲȠȚȝΥάȗİĲȠ, ȠΥ?ʌİȡ ΥἀİΥὶ ΥἐĳΥ?İĲȠǜ țĮΥὶ ȖΥ?ȡ 
ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥ?ĲȠȚ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĲȚȜİȖΥ?ȞĲȦȞ ΥἐʌİĲȡΥάʌȘ ĲΥ?Ĳİ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȈΥ?ĳĮțȚ ıȣȖȖİȞΥέıșĮȚ 
ΥἐțİȜİΥ?ıșȘ. țΥἂȞ ΥἐȟİΥ?ȡȖĮıĲΥ? ĲȚ ĲȠΥ? ĳȡȠȞΥ?ȝĮĲȠȢ ĲȠΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? ΥἄȟȚȠȞ (Υἢ ȖΥ?ȡ ȀĮȡȤȘįΥ?ȞĮ İΥἷȜİȞ 
ΥἂȞ ĲΥὸȞ ʌΥ?ȜİȝȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ʌİȡȚıĲΥ?ıĮȢ, Υἢ ĲΥὸȞ Υμ ȞȞΥ?ȕĮȞ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἸĲĮȜΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐȟΥ?ȖĮȖİȞ, Υὅʌİȡ Υ?ıĲİȡȠȞ 
ΥἔʌȡĮȟİȞ), İΥ? ȝΥ? ȠΥ? ΥἐȞ ȠΥἴțΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ĳșΥ?ȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?, ĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ĳΥ舂ἀΥ? ΥἐȝʌȠįΥ?Ȟ 
ΥἐȖΥέȞȠȞĲȠǜ ĲΥ? Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ ȞΥέȠȞ ʌΥ?Ȟ ȝİȚȗΥ?ȞȦȞ ΥἀİΥὶ ΥἐʌȠȡΥέȖİıșĮȚ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ țĮĲȠȡșȠΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜȜΥάțȚȢ 
ΥἄʌȜȘıĲȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ İΥὐʌȡĮȖΥ?ĮȢ İΥἶȞĮȚ ȞȠȝΥ?ȗȠȞĲİȢ ȤĮȜİʌΥ?ĲĮĲĮ ΥἂȞ ΥἡȖȠΥ?ȞĲȠ ȞİĮȞΥ?ıțȠȣ ȥȣȤΥ?Ȟ 
ĮΥὐȤΥ?ȝĮĲȚ ʌȡȠ . . . (four lines wanting in Ms.) Ȥ . . ȡ ȠΥὐț ΥἐțİΥ?ȞΥ? ʌȡΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?ĮȞ țĮΥὶ 
įΥ?ȟĮȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȡΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ΥἐȜİȣșİȡΥ?ĮȞ țĮΥὶ ıȦĲȘȡΥ?ĮȞ ıȣȝĳΥέȡΥ? ȤȡΥ?ıșĮȚ, țĮĲΥέȜȣȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ, 
țĮΥὶ ΥὃȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥὶ ʌȡȠΥ?ȖȠȞ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? ʌȡΥάȖȝĮĲĮ ΥἐȞ ȤȡİΥ?Υ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ȖİȞΥ?ȝİȞȠȚ, ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȞ ΥἐșİȜȠȞĲĮΥὶ 
țĮșΥῄȡȠȣȞ, ΥὅĲȚ ȝİΥ?ȗȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ țȠȚȞΥ?Ȣ ΥἀıĳĮȜİΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐȖİȖΥ?ȞİȚǜ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ȠΥὐțΥέĲȚ ΥὅʌȦȢ 
ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȚȠȣȢ ʌĮȞĲİȜΥ?Ȣ įȚΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? țĮĲĮʌȠȜİȝΥ?ıȦıȚȞ, ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥὅʌȦȢ ȝΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ 
ĲΥ?ȡĮȞȞȠȞ ĮΥὐșĮΥ?ȡİĲȠȞ ΥἐʌĮıțΥ?ıȦıȚȞ ΥἐıțΥ舂?ȠȣȞ. ĲΥ?Ȟ ȠΥ?Ȟ ıĲȡĮĲȘȖΥ?Ȟ įΥ?Ƞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? įȚĮįΥ?ȤȠȣȢ 
ʌΥέȝȥĮȞĲİȢ ΥἀȞİțΥάȜİıĮȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ. țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐʌȚȞΥ?țȚĮ ȠΥὐț ΥἐȥȘĳΥ?ıĮȞĲȠ Υ?, ΥὅĲȚ Υ?įȚΥ?ĲȘȢ Ĳİ ΥὢȞ 
ΥἐıĲȡΥάĲİȣĲȠ țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌΥ? ȠΥὐįİȝȚΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞȞΥ?ȝȠȣ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐȟΥ?ĲĮıĲȠ, ȕȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥέȞĲȠȚ ΥἑțĮĲΥὸȞ ȜİȣțȠΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȀĮʌȚĲȦȜΥ?Υ? șΥ?ıĮȚ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȞΥ?ȖȣȡΥ?Ȟ ĲȚȞĮ ΥἐʌȚĲİȜΥέıĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ Ĳİ Υ?ʌĮĲİΥ?ĮȞ ΥἐȢ ĲΥὸ ĲȡΥ?ĲȠȞ ΥἔĲȠȢ 
ĮΥ?ĲΥ?ıĮȚ ΥἐʌΥέĲȡİȥĮȞǜ ĮΥ? ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἐȢ ȞΥέȦĲĮ ΥἀȡȤĮȚȡİıΥ?ĮȚ ȞİȦıĲΥὶ ΥἐȖİȖΥ?ȞİıĮȞ. 
                                                          
22
 See Boissevain Vol. I, xxxv±[OL DQG &DU\¶V LQWURGXFWLRQ WR 'LR¶V Roman History in the Loeb Classical 
Library collection Vol. 1, xix, xxviii.  
23
 2QWKLVHSLVRGHVHHDOVR0DGV/LQGKROPHU¶VFRQWULEXWLRQ LQWKLVYROXPH0RVFRYLFKSRLQWHGRXWWKH
peculiarity of this text and proposed to trace it back to Valerius Antias, following Klotz See also Zecchini 2002, 
99±101. The most detailed study is to be found in Simons 2009, 222±240, who goes beyond the 
Quellenforschung perspective of his predecessors and, although his analyses are sometimes disputable, tries to 





F 57.53. >«@ Scipio, after winning over the whole territory south of the Pyrenees, 
partly by force and partly by capitulation, was preparing for the expedition to Africa, 
ZKLFKKDGDOZD\VEHHQ KLV JRDO IRU WKLV FDPSDLJQKDGQRZ ĲȩĲİEHHQHQWUXVWHG WR
him, in spite oI PXFK RSSRVLWLRQ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĲȚȜİȖȩȞĲȦȞ ZLWK LQVWUXFWLRQV WR MRLQ
Syphax. 54. And he would certainly have accomplished something worthy of his 
LQWHOOLJHQFHĲȚĲȠΥ? ĳȡȠȞȒȝĮĲȠȢ ΥἄȟȚȠȞ²either bringing the war home to the gates of 
Carthage and capturing the place, or drawing Hannibal away from Italy, as he later 
did²KDGQRWWKH5RPDQVDWKRPHWKURXJKMHDORXV\ĳșȩȞȦȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ?) and through fear 
ĳȩȕȦȚRIKLPVWRRGLQKLVZD\7KH\UHIOHFWHGWKDW\RXWKZLWKRXWH[FHSWLRQLVDOZD\V
reaching out after greater things and that good fortune is often insatiate of success, and 
thought that it would be very difficult for a youthful spirit through self-confidence [four 
lines lost in Ms.] 55. >«@ to treat [him in such wise]24 as would conduce not to his 
SRZHUDQGIDPHįȣȞĮıĲİȓĮȞțĮΥὶ įȩȟĮȞEXWWRWKHLURZQOLEHUW\DQGVDIHW\ΥἐȜİȣșİȡȓĮȞ
țĮΥὶ ıȦĲȘȡȓĮȞ WKH\GLVPLVVHGKLPțĮĲȑȜȣȠȞ7KXV WKHPDQZKRPWKH\WKHPVHOYHV
had put in charge of affairs when they stood in need of him, they now of their own 
accord removed because he KDG EHFRPH WRR JUHDW IRU WKH SXEOLF VDIHW\ ȝİȓȗȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ
țȠȚȞΥ?ȢΥἀıĳĮȜİȓĮȢ7KH\ZHUHQRORQJHUFRQVLGHULQJKRZWKH\PLJKWXWWHUO\YDQTXLVK
the Carthaginians with his aid, but only how they might escape training up for 
themselves a self-FKRVHQ W\UDQW ĲȪȡĮȞȞȠȞ ĮΥὐșĮȓȡİĲȠȞ56. So they sent two of the 
praetors to relieve him and called him home. Moreover, they did not vote him a 
triumph, because he had conducted the campaign as a private individual (Υ?įȚȫĲȘȢQRW
KDYLQJEHHQDSSRLQWHGWRDQ\OHJDOFRPPDQGȠΥὐįİȝȓĮȢ ΥἐȞȞȩȝȠȣΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢEXWWKH\
allowed him to sacrifice a hundred white oxen upon the Capitol, to celebrate a festival, 
and to canvass for the consulship for the second year following (since the elections for 
the next year had recently been held). 
 
Summing up very briefly, this passage provides, on the one hand, factual information: Scipio, 
having conquered the whole Spanish territory, is preparing an assault on Africa but the 
Romans (that means the Senate) dismiss him,25 call him back to Rome and send two 






magistrates to relieve him.26 On the other, it provides a detailed explanation: they fear that he 
might become politically dangerous and give priority to their own preservation, as if he were 
threatening the city itself. Nothing of this sort appears in PRO\ELXV¶ /LY\¶V DQG $SSLDQ¶V
QDUUDWLYHVWKH\SUHVHQW6FLSLR¶VUHWXUQWR5RPHLQDPXFKPRUHSHDFHIXOPRGHRPLWWLQJDQ\
such controversy,27 and they record only the meeting of the Senate where Scipio was given 
audience when he arrived in Rome, as does Cassius Dio too a little further on (end of § 56). 
 Moreover, all of the passage reveals special care to literary presentation, contrasting 
with the style of the rest of the narrative. By recurring remarks, the construction underlines 
the stubborn opposition of the senators, suggesting how far this opposition is misguided. Dio 
firstly contrasts their decision to recall Scipio, and thereby to impede his landing in Africa, 
with their previous resolution, although hotly discussed, to entrust this campaign to him (end 
of §53 and again middle of §55). Thus their contradictory or at least fluctuating guidance is 
made manifest. Then he contrasts the recall of Scipio with the chances of success of his 
enterprise which could have driven Hannibal out of Italy and resulted in definitive victory 
over Carthage, as happened later (beginning of §5 6R LQ 'LR¶V YLHZ UHFDOOLQJ 6FLSLR
appears inadequate and, ultimately, it is the wrong decision. Equally noticeable is the use of a 
clearly rhetorical mode of expression to preseQWWKHREMHFWLRQVWR6FLSLR¶VGHVLJQ7KHZRUGV
³7KH\UHIOHFWHGWKDW«´ZKLFKLQWURGXFHWKHDUJXPHQWVHLWKHUDOOXGHWRDVSHHFKRUVSHHFKHV
actually delivered in the Senate or are only to be taken as a literary device intended to warn 
the reader of the issue at stake, and give appropriate weight to the ideas expressed.  
 7KHQH[WVWHSLVWRHOXFLGDWH'LR¶VDLPVLQWKLVSDVVDJHLQSDUWLFXODUE\QRWLFLQJWKDWLW
IRFXVHVRQWZRDVSHFWVRI6FLSLR¶V6SDQLVKFRPPDQGQDPHO\LWVLQVWLWXWLRQDOFKDUDFWHUDQG
the controversies which it repeatedly caused, and that these topics also surface in other 
SDVVDJHVRIKLVQDUUDWLYHRI6FLSLR¶VFDUHHU'LR¶VSDUWLFXODULQWHUHVWLQWKHVWDWXVRI6FLSLR¶V
Spanish command is clearly attested: twice he underlines that it was not a regular one, using 
in both passages the same expression, ennomos hegemonia, which refers to constitutional 
OHJDOLW\7KH ILUVW H[DPSOH LVZKHQKH UHSRUWV6FLSLR¶V DUULYDO LQ6SDLQ WR WDNHXS WKHZDU
³6FLSLRDOWKRXJKKHGLGQRW UHFHLYH WKHUHJXODU WLWOHRIFRPPDQGHUȝΥ? ΥἐȞȞȩȝȠȣ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢ
ȜĮȕΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ DW WKH WLPHRI KLV HOHFWLRQ«´ ) 7KH VHFRQG LQVWDQFH LVZKHQ'LR
mentions that on coming back to Rome, Scipio was refused a triumph due to the irregularity 








of his command: ³WKH\GLGQRWYRWHKLPDWULumph, because he had conducted the campaign 
as a private individual (Υ?įȚȫĲȘȢQRWKDYLQJEHHQDSSRLQWHGWRDUHJXODUFRPPDQGȠΥὐįİȝȓĮȢ
ΥἐȞȞȩȝȠȣ ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢ´ ) 28 Dio then adds, in relation to the meeting of the Senate 
which denied the triumph, information not to be found in other sources, namely that Scipio 
was allowed to canvass for the consulship (probably with an error regarding the year of his 
FDQGLGDF\7KLVPD\EHXQGHUVWRRGDV UHYHDOLQJ'LR¶VSDUWLFXODU DWWHQWLRQ WR WKH UHWXUQ WR
normal constitutional practice in matters of imperium concerning Scipio.29  
 Equally revealing is the attention given to the controversies which occur several times 
in connection with the task entrusted to Scipio at different moments of the Hannibalic War. 
Already his appointment to the Spanish command by popular vote in 211 BC, when he was 
not even 24 years old and had previously held only the office of aedilis, arouses division: 
=RQDUDVUHFRUGVWKDW6FLSLR³ZDVFKRVHQDWRQFHEXWQRWORQJDIWHUZDUGWKH\UHJUHWWHG their 
action because of his youth (he was in his twenty-fourth year) and also because his house was 
LQPRXUQLQJIRUWKHORVVRIKLVIDWKHUDQGXQFOH´7KHQE\DVSHHFKGHOLYHUHGWRWKHSHRSOH
³KHSXWWKHVHQDWRUVWRVKDPHVRWKDWKHZDVQRWGHSULYHGRIthe command, although Marcus 
,XQLXVDQHOGHUO\PDQZDVVHQWZLWKKLP´=RQDU,WLVFOHDUIURP=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPH 
WKDWLQ'LR¶VH\HVWKHFRQWURYHUV\ZDVLQVWLJDWHGE\WKHVHQDWRUVZKRZLVKHGWRQXOOLI\WKH
popular vote. Livy, instead, who records the same events, only mentions anxiety among the 
FLWL]HQV DV D UHDVRQ IRU 6FLSLR¶V VSHHFK DQG WKH UHQHZHG HQWKXVLDVP WKDW LW DFKLHYHG
(26.18.10±19.1).30 The second conflict mentioned by Dio arises from Scipio landing in Africa 
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 :KDW'LRSUREDEO\PHDQVKHUHLVWKDW6FLSLR¶VFRPPDQGKLVimperium, was not achieved through a regular 
magistracy. See next note. 
29
 The imperium Scipio held during his Spanish campaign did not result from election to a magistracy with 
imperium, i.e. praetorship or consulship, but from a law voted by the comitia centuriata in 211 BC (Liv. 26.18.4; 
18.9). When he came back in 206 he was denied a triumph on that ground: only promagistrates who had 
previously been elected to a regular magistracy with imperium were usually granted this honour, until Pompey 
in 81/80. On the way Dio presents that point here, see Vervaet 2014, 103±104.  
30
 The fragment F 70.2±3, which comes from a speech, should probably be inserted in this context. Boissevain 
I, 313, (followed by Cary, II, 389, n. 1), not without hesitation, assigned the fragment to book 21, connecting it 
WR6FLSLR$HPLOLDQXV¶HOHFWLRQ WR WKHFRQVXOVKLS IRU 147 BC. The orator vigorously asserts that young men of 
KLJKVSLULWPXVWQRWEHGLVFRXUDJHGIURP³ORRNLQJIRUERWKKRQRXUVDQGRIILFHVHYHQEHIRUHWKH\UHDFKROGDJH´
DQGWKDWFRPPDQGVVKRXOGEHFRQIHUUHGRQDQ\FLWL]HQRQWKHEDVLVRI³LQQDWHH[FHOOHQFH´6XFK arguments fit 
much better with the appointment of Scipio Africanus to the Spanish command in 211 BC, as is also asserted in 
this volume by John Rich - to whom I address my acknowledgements for the discussions we had on that matter. 
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directly from his conquests in 6SDLQ³7KLVFDPSDLJQKDGQRZĲȩĲİEHHQHQWUXVWHGWRKLP
in spite of much opposition (ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĲȚȜİȖȩȞĲȦȞ´)7KLVFRQWURYHUVLDOGHFLVLRQ
which Dio records at the beginning of the long passage cited above where he gives voice to 
the arguments RI WKH VHQDWRUV ZKR FDQFHOOHG LW DQG SXWWLQJ DQ HQG WR 6FLSLR¶V FRPPDQG
VXPPRQHGKLPEDFNWR5RPHLVRWKHUZLVHXQDWWHVWHG%XWHYHQLIGXELRXVLWVKRZV'LR¶V
concern for this topic. Well-known, instead, are the contests between Scipio and his 
opponents at the beginning of his consulate in 205 BC. These started when his project of 
landing in Africa from Sicily was hotly debated in the Senate where Fabius Maximus 
vigorously opposed it. Livy provides the fullest account of the very famous speeches uttered 
for and against this plan (28.40±44). Zonaras does not mention them, nor is any fragment 
SUHVHUYHGZKLFKPDNHV WKHLUSUHVHQFHLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHTXHstionable²we will come back 
to this point later on. %XWDVKRUWLQGLFDWLRQLQ=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHDERXWWKHresources given to 
6FLSLRIRUKLVFDPSDLJQLVKLJKO\UHYHDOLQJ³+HUHFHLYHGQHLWKHUDQDUP\RIDQ\DFFRXQWQRU
DQ\ DOORZDQFH IRU WULUHPHV RZLQJ WR WKH MHDORXV\ DURXVHG E\ KLV H[FHOOHQFH įȓĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ
ΥἀȡȚıĲİȓĮȢĳșȠȞȠȪȝİȞȠȢ´+HUHDJDLQ LWVHHPVWKDW Dio followed a tradition which 
LQVLVWHGRQWKHUHOXFWDQFHDPRQJWKHVHQDWRUVWRVXSSRUW6FLSLR¶VSODQV/LY\¶VDFFRXQWLVIDU
from such an abrupt affirmation: he only mentions the number of war ships gathered by 
Scipio and his appeal to volunteers for the army (28.45.8; 13±21), hereby alluding only 
indirectly to the paucity of military means supplied by the Senate. The second contest 
between Scipio and his political opponents, also fully treated by Livy (29.19.3±20.10), is the 
YLROHQWUHDFWLRQRI6FLSLR¶Vadversaries in Rome due to his management of the scandal that 
occurred in Locri, because of the wrongdoings of his lieutenant Pleminius, and because of his 
SUHWHQGHG ³*UHHN´ EHKDYLRXU 7KLV UHVXOWV LQ D VXEVHTXHQW SURSRVDO WR UHFDOO 6FLSLR DQG
deprive him of his command. It is reported by Dio who, significantly, stresses the motives 
EHKLQG WKHVH DWWDFNV ³,WZDV SULQFLSDOO\ DW WKH LQVWLJDWLRQ RIPHQZKR DOO DORQJ KDG EHHQ
MHDORXVRIKLPĳșȠȞȠΥ?ȞĲȦȞWKDWWKH\ZLVKHGWRVXPPRQKLP´) 
 7KHVH GLIIHUHQW HYHQWV VXUURXQGLQJ 6FLSLR¶V FRPPDQG LQ 6SDLQ DQG WKHQ LQ 6LFLO\
ZHUH UHFRUGHG UDWKHU EULHIO\ LQ 'LR¶VHistory, as far as we can see, but with a strikingly 
UHSHDWHGIRFXV MHDORXV\DQGHQY\DV WKHPRWLYHRIKLVSROLWLFDOHQHPLHV¶PRYHV7KH topic 
appears again when Dio relates the famous trials which involved both Scipio and his brother 
/XFLXVPRUH WKDQILIWHHQ\HDUV ODWHUDQGSXWDQHQG WR6FLSLR¶VSROLWLFDOFDUHHU'LRFOHDUO\
                                                                                                                                                                                    
For a detailed examination of the three possible contexts, see Moscovich 1992, whose choice of 206 BC is less 
convincing²as Urso 2013, 7, n. 1, also judges.  
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ascribes the conviction of Scipio to this motive of jealousy, although he underlines that he 
KLPVHOIFRQVLGHUVWKH6FLSLRVLQQRFHQWIURPWKHFKDUJHV³0DQ\ZHUHMHDORXVΥἐĳșȩȞȠȣȞRI
WKH6FLSLRVEHFDXVHWKHWZREURWKHUVGLVWLQJXLVKHGDOLNHIRUELUWKDQGLQWHJULW\ȖȑȞȠȣȢĲİțĮΥὶ 
ΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢKDGDFFRPSOLVKHGDOOWKDWKDVEeen related and had secured such titles (ΥἐʌȚțȜȒıİȚȢ
For that they were guilty of no wrong-doing is made plain even by my former statements, and 
ZDVVKRZQVWLOOPRUHFRQFOXVLYHO\´) 
 So it appears that Dio, in all these passages describing the conflicts arising at every 
step of the public life of Scipio, was aware of a strand in the tradition which stressed on one 
side his monarchical behaviour,31 his arrogance, his so-called tyrannical aspirations and the 
threat it posed to the res publica³DVWRFN set of anti-Scipionic themes raised again and again 
GXULQJ 6FLSLR¶V ORQJ FDUHHU´32 and on the other side the inuidia it caused among his 
opponents.33 %XW 'LR LQVLVWV PRVWO\ RQ WKLV VHFRQG WRSLF DQG QHYHU FULWLFLVHV 6FLSLR¶V
behaviour. His main concern seemV WR EH WKH UHDFWLRQV RI VHQDWRUV WR6FLSLR¶V RXWVWDQGLQJ
excellence. 
 2XUODVWVWHSZLWKWKHDLPRIEULQJLQJRXWWKHFRKHUHQFHRI'LR¶VWKRXJKWWKURXJKRXW
his History, is to look for occurrences of the same topics²aspiration to political domination, 
excedingly powerful statesmen in a democracy, jealousy and envy as a response²in other 
parts of it. A convenient means of doing this may be to locate other mentions of the words 
related to these topics and present in the set of texts we have collected about Scipio, like 
dynasteia, tyrannos and phthonos. As such an inquiry has already been conducted by other 
scholars,34 it will suffice to briefly underline the most relevant results. Dunasteia, when used 
in connection with a particular person, occurs only in the narrative of the period beginning 
with the Gracchi and in moments of deep political conflict. It is applied to Tiberius and Caius 
Gracchus, Livius Drusus, Sulla, Marius, Pompeius Strabo and Cinna, Pompey and Caesar, 
and the triumvirs. This pattern is not a VXUSULVH DV RQH RULJLQDO IHDWXUH RI 'LR¶V SROLWLFDO
vocabulary consists in using the word to qualify the period itself as a regime where the 
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 As Moscovich 1988, 109 convincingly argued.  
33
 $UHFXUUHQWWRSLFLQ/LY\¶VQDUUDWLYHWRRDV(WFKHWRQRWLFHG4, n. 58. On the origin of this topic, see 
Torregaray 1998, 177±187. 
34
 By Fechner 1986, 161±162 for dunasteia; Freyburger 1997, 133±136 for tyrannos; and Simons 2009, 228, 
n. 83 and Burden-Strevens 2016 for phthonos. 
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domination of one or a few statesmen prevents the regular democratic rules from operating.35 
What is more unexpected is to find dunasteia applied to Scipio in a supposed controversy 
from the end of the third century BC. Tyrannos, when it does not describe the last king of 
Rome, Tarquinius, is used in polemic contexts: when Pompey and Caesar accuse each other 
of oppressing the Romans; when Caesar, after his last victory over the Pompeians in Spain, 
promises to the senators not to EHKDYH OLNH 0DULXV DQG LQ &LFHUR¶V DQG )XILXV &DOHQXV¶
mouths in January 43, referring to Caesar and Mark Antony. As noticed for dunasteia, for the 
Senate to apply the label tyrannos to Scipio in the account of his successes in Spain and 
expedition to AfriFDLVDQH[FHSWLRQLQ'LR¶VZRUNPhthonos, when used in a Roman context, 
appears mostly in connection with Pompey and Caesar as an inescapable effect of their 
excess of power. But it also occurs, although scarcely, in relation to a few other figures in the 
fragmentary books: remarkably, 3 out of the 8 occurrences concern Scipio.  
 6R E\ EURDGHQLQJ RXU LQYHVWLJDWLRQ WKURXJK 'LR¶V YRFDEXODU\ ZH ILQG SDUDOOHOV
EHWZHHQ WKLVYHU\SHFXOLDUSDVVDJHGHVFULELQJ WKH IHDUVZKLFK6FLSLR¶VSURMHFW RI DWWDFNLQJ
Africa directly from Spain raised among the senators and evocations of deep conflict due to 
exceedingly powerful statesmen of the Late Republic accused of oppressing their fellow 
citizens and imperilling democracy. Strikingly, for instance, 6FLSLR¶V FRPPDQG LQ Whese 
IUDJPHQWDU\ERRNVLVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVDPHOLJKWDV3RPSH\¶VLVLQWKHGHEDWHRIBC about 
the lex Gabinia.36 $JDLQVWWKDWEDFNJURXQGLWFDQQRWEHGRXEWHGWKDW'LR¶VLQWHQWLRQZDVWR
shape this controversy of 206 BC as an anticipation of those which occurred repeatedly at the 
end of the Republic when extraordinary commands made some imperatores so powerful that 
they were perceived as a threat to the political system.  
 That does not mean, however, that he actually considered Scipio as a potential dynast. 
Never does Dio suggest that Scipio possessed an unlimited ambition (epithumia), as he 
regularly does for Pompey, Caesar or Octavian, and he portrays Scipio in positive terms as 
ZHVDZLQKLVUHFRUGRIWKHODWWHU¶VWULDO)DQGLQ$JULSSD¶VVSHHFK(52.13.4). It must be 
noticed too that the figure of Scipio is used in a rather impersonal mode: the conflict 
described in these passages is not treated as political rivalry, and Fabius Maximus, whom 
/LY\SXWVLQWKHOLPHOLJKWVHHPVDEVHQWIURP'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH7KHSRLQWLVQRWLQIDFW'LR¶V
appreciation of Scipio himself, but rather his interest in political reflection. He seems to have 
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 For modern discussions of the matter, see Kemezis 2014, 107±110, and most recently the Ph.D thesis of 
Christopher Burden-Strevens in 2015 and thesis of Mads Lindholmer in 2016. 
36
 See Coudry 2016a. 
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deliberately utilised this event to articulate fundamental questions about the control of the 
authorities at home over generals fighting abroad and about the political stability of the 
Republican constitution. 
 This concern with the Roman politeia explains why he chose, among his sources, 
authors who described this controversy which was neglected by Livy. They provided material 
for his own reflection. It may even be suggested that he used in this passage a literary device 
to be found in other parts of his History: to locate a debate at the moment when a question of 
some kind is discussed for the first time and later to record only briefly subsequent debates on 
the same issue or even to omit them. We noticed above that the senatorial debate of the 
beginning of 205 BC DERXW6FLSLR¶V SURMHFW RI ODQGLQJ LQ$IULFD VR H[WHQVLYHO\ WUHDWHG E\
Livy, does not appear in what remains of Dio and Zonaras.37 This is how Dio manages his 
narrative about extraordinary commands at the end of the Republic: allowing plentiful space 
WR WKHGHEDWHVXUURXQGLQJ3RPSH\¶VFRPPDQGDJDLQVW WKHSLUDWHV LQBC, but giving only 
concise information about the other commands successively allocated to Pompey, Caesar and 
the triumvirs during the civil wars, which were no less hotly debated as we know from other 
sources.38 +HUH 6FLSLR¶V SURMHFW WR FURVV GLUHFWO\ WR$IULFD IURP6SDLQZKLFK KH KDG MXVW
brilliantly subdued, provides the appropriate circumstance for introducing, and expounding 
with appropriate literary elaboration, a controversy about its political and constitutional 
implications, as they were supposedly conceived by the senators at Rome.39  
 7R VXP XS WKLV TXLWH VLQJXODU SDVVDJH RI 'LR¶V History, describing a violent 
FRQWURYHUV\ VSULQJLQJ XS DW 5RPH GXH WR 6FLSLR¶V SURMHFW to cross directly from Spain to 
$IULFDZKLFK UHVXOWHG LQ WKH DEROLWLRQ RI KLV FRPPDQG FOHDUO\ DSSHDUV WR LOOXVWUDWH'LR¶V
particular manner of writing history. It seems that he picked up, among different episodes of 
KDUVK FRQIOLFWV FRQFHUQLQJ 6FLSLR¶V SRlitical position during and after the Hannibalic War, 
this one which was neglected by most of the authors writing before him. It further seems that 
'LRXVHGWKLVHSLVRGHDVDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRSUHVHQWLQWKHVKDSHRIDUJXPHQWVIURP6FLSLR¶V
opponents, his own ideas about the dangers of commands conferred by extraordinary 
                                                          
37
 Although we cannot exclude the possibility that it was mentioned by Dio but omitted by Zonaras. For a 
comparison between Dio and other authors concerning the narrative of political conflicts surrounding Scipio, see 
table 4 below&DVVLXV'LRDQGWKHWUDGLWLRQRQ6FLSLR$IULFDQXV¶dunasteia. 
38
 See Bertrand & Coudry 2016. 
39
 ,W LVZRUWKQRWLQJWKDW$JULSSD¶VUHIHUHQFH LQWKHSDVVDJHFLWHGDERYHZKHUHKHSXWV&DPLOOXV6FLSLRDQG
Caesar side by side as they all pay for their supposed aspiration to supreme power, is precisely to this event.  
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processes for the stability of the political system. This is a device he uses in other parts of his 
narrative for the same purpose, which reveals the recurrence of political topics of this kind 
throughout his account of the Roman Republic as a whole. The figure of Scipio is used 
mostly to bring to light a structural feature of Republican regime, not to eulogise his 
achievements, and the insistence on his personal qualities, such as his arete, is devised 




&DPLOOXVLVQRWDOORZHGDSRVLWLRQDVLPSRUWDQWDV6FLSLR¶VLQ'LR¶VHistory, at least as far as 
the preservation of the text suggests.40 But in fact, the relative paucity of preserved passages 
PD\EHSULPDULO\DUHVXOWRI'LR¶VRZQPRUHVHOHFWLYHWUHDWPHQWLQKLVERRNVFRYHULQJWKHth 
century. As established recently by John Rich,41 for the period running from 443 BC²the 
institution of the censorship²to the 3rd 6DPQLWH:DU'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH VHHPV WR KDYH EHHQ
organised not along an annalistic scheme with a year by year record but around a few famous 
episodes. Concerning Camillus, these are, in particular, the war against Veii and the Falisci, 
the Gallic sack and the Licinio-Sextian agitation. However, though the narrative is far more 
abridged concerning Camillus than it was for Scipio, almost all the main events of his career 
are mentioned²the exceptions are probably deliberate, as we shall see.42 
 :KHQ UHYLHZLQJ DOO WKHVH SDVVDJHV LQ RUGHU WR HVWLPDWH ZKHWKHU 'LR¶V DFFRXQW LV
consistent with the main lines of the tradition about Camillus or not,43 a rather clear division 
can be observed. In one group, that is those passages concerning the first half of his career 
(ending with the recovering of Sutrium from the Etruscans in 389 BC), Camillus appears on 
the front stage and his actions are described as provoking either admiration or criticism. This 
is attested in a number of fragments, mainly from the Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis. But in 
                                                          
40
 A crucial fact to be noted is thaW=RQDUDVERUURZHGPXFKPDWHULDOIURP3OXWDUFK¶VLife of Camillus for his 
narrative and detecting where he is indebted to Dio is therefore difficult. This has been attempted with different 
results: see Boissevain and most recently Bellissime forthcoming. 
41
 Rich 2016, 279. 
42
 2QWKHVSHFLILFLWLHVRI&DPLOOXV¶ILJXUHLWVKLVWRULFDOEDVLVDQGLWVFRQVWUXFWLRQDORQJWKHHYROXWLRQRI5RPH¶V
history, see Martin 1982, 360±378, and the three contributions of M. Coudry, Th. Späth and J. von Ungern-
Sternberg in Coudry & Späth 2001. 
43
 This has been attempted in a brief article by Schettino 2006 and more extensively in Gowing 2009. 
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the other group of passages, relating to his subsequent career, the narrative focuses not on 
Camillus but on others, namely Manlius Capitolinus, Manlius Torquatus, and Licinius Stolo. 
Rather strangely, Camillus appears a second-rank character, and we know of his presence 
RQO\WKURXJK=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHDVLIWKHH[FHUSWRUVZHUHQRORQJHULQWHUHVWHGLQKLVDFWLRQV44 
This surprising contrast between two clearly different kinds of passages requires an 
explanation, to which I will return after a closer scrutiny to appraise what part of the tradition 
'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHVHHPVWRIROORZ in each passage.45 
 In the first group, five episodes are included. First, the capture in 396 BC by Camillus 
DV GLFWDWRU IRU WKH ILUVW WLPH RI 9HLL WKH SRZHUIXO (WUXVFDQ FLW\ ZKLFK UHVLVWHG 5RPH¶V
assaults for 10 years²according to tradition²which ended with Camillus setting apart a 
tenth of the HQRUPRXV ERRW\ DQG UHFHLYLQJ WKH WULXPSK =RQDUDV FRQFOXGHV ³1RZ WKH
SHRSOHEHFDPHLQGLJQDQWDQGDQJU\DW&DPLOOXVĲΥ?ȚįΥὲ ȀĮȝȓȜȜȦȚʌȡȠıȫȤșȚıİȞΥὁ įΥ?ȝȠȢțĮΥὶ 
ΥἐȞİȝȑıȘıİSDUWO\EHFDXVHKHKDGVHWDVLGHWKHWHQWKRIWKHERRW\IRUWKHJRGQRWDWWKHWLPH
of its capture, but after a considerable interval, and partly because he not only celebrated his 
triumph with great magnificence generally, but was the first Roman to parade with a team of 
IRXUZKLWHKRUVHV´ =RQDU+HUH=RQDUDV¶DFFRXQWGRHVQRW GLIIHU IURP/LY\¶V DQG
3OXWDUFK¶V²the most detailed narratives we have²but it stresses more insistently the 
unpopularity of Camillus due to these actions,46 and Dio places precisely at this point his long 
excursus on the Roman triumph, the last of the series of institutional developments which 
were inserted in the narrative of the beginnings of the Republic. Other Greek authors used the 
same device to describe the peculiarities of the triumph, but with different choices of 
generals: Romulus for Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Scipio for Appian, and Marcellus for 
Plutarch.47 7KHUHDVRQVIRU'LR¶VVSHFLILFFKRice will be discussed shortly.  
 The second episode including Camillus is the surrender of Falerii in 394 BC, resulting 
IURP&DPLOOXV¶IDPRXVUHIXVDORIWKHSUoposition of its schoolmaster to betray his city to the 
Romans (F 24.2± +HUH 'LR¶V DFFRXQW SUHVHUYHG LQ D ORQJ IUDJPHQW LV QRW RULJLQDO
                                                          
44
 See table 2 below: Camillus, occurrences. 
45
 The comparison will be conducted principally with continuous narratives such as those of Livy and Plutarch. 
Diodorus or Dionysius of Halicarnassus often present different strands of the tradition which are not easy to 
estimate.  
46
 Cf. Liv. 5.23.5±6 (triumph), 23.11 (a tenth of the booty); Plut. Cam. 7.1 (triumph), 7.6 and 8.2 (a tenth of the 
booty). Zonaras gives a very abridged version which preserves precisely the idea of unpopularity. 
47
 Actually describing ovatio, not triumph. On this set of texts, see Itgenshorst 2005, 14±21. 
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IROORZLQJ WKH WUDGLWLRQKHSUHVHQWV&DPLOOXV¶DFWLRQVYHU\SRVLWLYHO\DV HPERG\LQJ5RPDQ
virtues and the Faliscans as yielding to his justice. It is worth noticing that this benevolent 
DWWLWXGH LV DVFULEHG WR 5RPH¶V HQHP\ DQG FRQWUDVWV ZLWK WKH IHHOLQJV RI &DPLOOXV¶ IHOORZ
citizens.  
 The third episode brings us back to the Roman scene. It is the trial and voluntary exile 
of Camillus in 391 BC, which was generally recorded in the tradition but often in divergent 
ways, in particular regarding the indictment. This episode is presented by Dio with valuable 
information, but, again, with a heavier insistence upon CDPLOOXV¶XQSRSXODULW\DQGSROLWLFDO
isolation than other sources. This tone appears in the two preserved fragments, which, 
interestingly, belong to two different collections.48 The text preserved in the Excerpta de 
virtutibus et vitiis offers a rather succiQFW IRUPXODWLRQ ³$FFRUGLQJO\ &DPLOOXV EHFDPH RQ
this account an object of even greater jealousy (ΥἐʌȚĳșȠȞȫĲİȡȠȢ WR WKH FLWL]HQV ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ʌȠȜȓĲĮȚȢ DQG KH ZDV LQGLFWHG E\ WKH WULEXQHV RQ WKH FKDUJH RI QRW KDYLQJ EHQHILWHG WKH
public treasury with the plundeU RI 9HLL EXW EHIRUH WKH WULDO KH YROXQWDULO\ ZLWKGUHZ´ )
24.4). In the Excerpta de sententiis the fragment preserved provides much more precise 
LQIRUPDWLRQVRPHRIZKLFKDSSHDUVQRZKHUHHOVHLQRXUVRXUFHV³7RVXFKDGHJUHHGLGQRW
only the populace (ĲΥὸ ʌȜΥ?șȠȢ DQG DOO WKRVHZKRZHUH VRPHZKDW MHDORXV RI KLV UHSXWDWLRQ
ȠΥὐį ΥὅıȠȚĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞĲȚȞΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȟȓȦıȚȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? İΥἶȤȠȞEXWHYHQKLVEHVW IULHQGVDQGKLV
UHODWLYHV ĳȓȜȠȚ ıȣȖȖİȞİΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ IHHO HQY\ ΥἐȕȐıțĮȚȞȠȞ WRZDUGKLP WKDW WKH\ GLG QRW HYHQ
attempt WRKLGH LW´ )7KHYHUVLRQRI WKHVH HYHQWVZKLFK LV FORVHVW WR'LR¶V LV WREH
found in Dionysius of Halicarnassus (13.5), who insists on the ill will of the tribunes, but not 
DWDOORQWKHMHDORXV\RI&DPLOOXV¶FLUFOHRIIULHQGVDQGFOLHQWV$VIRU Plutarch, he repeatedly 
LQVLVWVRQWKHKRVWLOLW\DURXVHGE\&DPLOOXV¶EHKDYLRXUDPRQJWKHdemos, but not among all 
the citizens.49  
 7KHIRXUWKHSLVRGH&DPLOOXV¶UHWXUQRQH\HDUODWHUZKHQUHFDOOHGWRH[SHOWKH*DXOV
from Rome, is not presented by Dio in DQRULJLQDOPRGH³7KLVVDPHPDQZKHQXUJHGWROHW
the leadership (ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȞEHHQWUXVWHGWRKLPZRXOGQRWDOORZLWEHFDXVHKHZDVDQH[LOH
DQGFRXOGQRWWDNHWKHSRVLWLRQDFFRUGLQJWRWLPHKRQRXUHGXVDJHțĮĲΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȐĲȡȚĮ´)
Some other authors, WRR LQVLVW RQ&DPLOOXV¶GHVLUH WREH FKRVHQ DV DGLFWDWRURQO\ LI OHJDO
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 See the remarks of Caire 2006, 99. 
49
 Cam. 7.6; 8.2; 11.1±2; 12.2 and 4. 
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forms were respected,50 but the very special formulation of this idea by Dio, at the end of the 
IUDJPHQWPXVWEHXQGHUOLQHG³+HVKRZHGKLPVHOIVRODZ-DELGLQJDQGVFUXSXORXVȞȩȝȚȝȠȢ 
ΥἀțȡȚȕȒȢDPDQWKDWLQVRJUHDWDGDQJHUWRKLVQDWLYHODQGKHPDGHGXW\DPDWWHURIHDUQHVW
thought and was unwilling to hand down to posterity the example of an illegal act 
ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ«ʌĮȡĮȞȠȝȓĮȢ´)7KLVLPDJHRIDJUHDWPDQFRQVFLRXVO\ZLVKLQg not to 
be an exemplum of misconduct for posterity is a beautiful case of literary reconstruction of 
the past. 
 7KH ILIWK DQG ODVW HSLVRGH &DPLOOXV¶ UHVWRUDWLRQ RI 6XWULXP LQ  BC to its 
inhabitants after it had been captured by the Etruscans the same day and his subsequent 
triumph, about which traditions are rather discordant,51 is briefly treated by Zonaras who, 
seemingly always attentive to &DPLOOXV¶ SRSXODU VWDQGLQJ RQO\ QRWHV ³+H FHOHEUDWHG D
triumph and was exalted to great KRQRXUȝȑȖĮįȩȟȘȢ´ 
 Therefore, from the capture of Veii in 396 BC to the victory at Sutrium in 389 BC, 
'LR¶V DFFRXQW UHPDLQV YHU\ FORVH WR WKH WUDGLWLRQDO UHFRUG EXW UHSHDWHGO\ XQGHUOLQHV WKH
IOXFWXDWLRQVRI&DPLOOXV¶SRSXODULW\DFFRUGLQJWRhis actions. The focus is on his relation to 
his fellow-citizens in circumstances which placed him at the front stage of public life. 
 The second group of passages shows quite the opposite: Camillus is no longer the 
target of violent criticism and gradually ceases to be under the spotlight.52 That probably 
H[SODLQVZK\ZHFDQRQO\UHDGWKHVHSDVVDJHVLQ=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHWKHH[FHUSWRUVSUREDEO\
IRXQG QR SURSHU SDVVDJHV WKDW FRXOG EH VHOHFWHG %XW DW WKH VDPH WLPH 'LR¶V DFFRXQW
radically deviates from the tradition on important points.53 
 $OUHDG\=RQDUDV¶ UHFRUGRI WKH OLEHUDWLRQRI5RPHIURPWKH*DXOV LVHPEOHPDWLFRI
WKLV FKDQJH&DPLOOXV¶ DFWLRQV KLV FRQIURQWDWLRQZLWK%UHQQXV KLV YLFWRU\RYHU WKH*DXOV
and his triumph are described rather flatly without DQ\ FRPPHQWDU\ XQOLNH 3OXWDUFK¶V
                                                          
50
 Livy (5.47.7±11) focuses on the institutional question while Valerius Maximus (4.1.2) and Plutarch (Cam. 
24.3±HXORJLVH&DPLOOXV¶moderatio. 
51
 'LRGRUXV¶DFFRXQW WHVWLILHV WRGLYHUJHQW WUDGLWLRQVRQH WHOOLQJ WKDW WKH WULEXQHVPRYHGE\HQY\SUHYHQWHG
&DPLOOXV¶WULXPSKDOFHOHEUDWLRQDQRWKHUWKDWKHFHOHEUDWHGDWULXPSKZLWKZKLWHKRUVHVDQGZDVODWHULQIOLFWHGD
heavy fine for this (14.117.6). Livy makes no comment (6.4.1) and Plutarch writes that this triumph brought 
Camillus as much popularity and glory as the two previous ones (Cam. 36.1).  
52
 On that particular point, I disagree with the view of Schettino 2006, 66±68, that Camillus is a central figure 
of book 7.  
53
 See the review of these discrepancies in Urso 2016, 147±149, with previous bibliography. 
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account.54 Although it proves difficult to assert what part exactly of the epitome is to be 
referred to Dio,55 LWVHHPVWKDW&DPLOOXV¶FKDUDFWHUZDVQRORQJHUJLYHQWKHVDPHSURPLQHQFH
DVEHIRUHLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH0RUHRYHU&DPLOOXVLVQRWLQYROYHGDWDOOLQ=RQDUDV¶WH[WLQWKH
question of leaving Rome for Veii or not, which is, in a large part of the tradition, one of the 
important occasions for Camillus to show his patriotism. This may appear as a deliberate 
choice of Dio not to follow Livy and the trend which tended to present Camillus as a proto-
Augustus.56 
 7KLVKDSSHQVDJDLQUHJDUGLQJWKHFRQWH[WDQGFKURQRORJ\RI&DPLOOXV¶IRXUWKDQGILIWK
GLFWDWRUVKLSV 7KH IRXUWK GLFWDWRUVKLS LV LQ 'LR¶V DFFRXQW OLQNHG WR0DQOLXV &DSLWROLQXV¶
attempt to exercise tyranny, but in a quite vague manner: having recorded how Capitolinus 
and the populace seized the Capitol, Dio proceeds: ³$VDUHVXOW&DPLOOXVZDVFKRVHQGLFWDWRU
IRU WKH IRXUWK WLPH´ =RQDU 7KLV FRQWUDVWVZLWK /LY\¶V DQG3OXWDUFK¶V QDUUDWLYHV
ERWK DVFHUWDLQ WKDW &DSLWROLQXV¶ PRWLYH ZDV HQY\ WRZDUGV &DPLOOXV¶ JORU\ /LY 3±6; 
Plut., Cam. 36.2±DQGDVFULEH&DPLOOXV¶IRXUWKGLFWDWRUVKLSWRBC, 16 years later than 
Dio, when Licinius Stolo and L. Sextius were fighting for their political reforms. As for 
&DPLOOXV¶DFWLRQVDJDLQVW0DQOLXV&apitolinus, Zonaras describes them without any comment 
LQDYHU\IDFWXDOPDQQHU&DPLOOXV¶ILIWKGLFWDWRUVKLSLVFRUUHFWO\SODFHGLQBC by Dio and 
associated with a sudden attack from the Gauls, but again discrepancies can be noticed. In 
'LR¶VDFFRXQW7RUTXDWXV¶GXHOKDSSHQHGDWWKDWPRPHQWDWUDGLWLRQUHMHFWHGE\/LY\57 And, 
more importantly, Camillus is not involved in the end of the conflict between the two 
tribunes, Licinius and Sextius, and the patricians (Zonar. 7.24.10±12). The same is to be 
IRXQG LQ 'LRQ\VLXV RI +DOLFDUQDVVXV¶ DQG /LY\¶V QDUUDWLYHV EXW LQ 3OXWDUFK¶V ELRJUDSK\
Camillus brings back concordia between patricians and plebeians. So, the end of the career of 
Camillus is recorded by Dio in a mode that is very different from the beginning as well as 
from the other literary accounts. 
 How can these peculiarities be explained? The first important point to stress is that in 
'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHWKHSROLWLFDOfigure of Camillus is emphasised, whereas the military figure is 
almost disregarded, although his victories are mentioned up to the end of his career. 
Obviously, Camillus as a brilliant general and saviour of Rome in time of war and distress 
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was not a matter of interest for Dio. More precisely, this military aspect is presented in a 
specific context: in the framework of the rules of the triumph, a celebration precisely 
designed to publicise the political results of military success. We have already noticed that 
among the Greek-speaking authors, Dio alone inserted a general presentation of the Roman 
triumph in connection with Camillus (Zonar. 7.21.4±11). Moreover, his excursus clearly 
contrasts with those found in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Plutarch, and Appian in matters of 
length, of abundance and comprehensiveness of information, and of space allowed to 
institutional matters.58 Like his excursuses on magistracies, this one also ends with a brief 
account of the subsequent evolution of the triumph until thHHQGRIWKH5HSXEOLF³6XFKZHUH
WKH WULXPSKV LQ ROGHQ WLPHV EXW FLYLO VWULIH DQG GRPLQDWLRQ RI D IHZ ĮΥ? įΥὲ ıĲȐıİȚȢ ĮΥἳ Ĳİ
įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?ĮȚHIIHFWHGPDQ\FKDQJHVLQWKHP´59 The negative tone of this conclusion 
is strikingly coherent with a wide range of remarks inserted by Dio here and there in his 
narrative of the Republic, which aim to stress all the deviations of triumphal celebrations 
IURPOHJDOSUHFHGHQWWKDWRFFXUUHGDWGLIIHUHQWPRPHQWV&DPLOOXV¶WULXPSKDIWHUWKHFDSWXUH
of Veii, recorded juVWEHIRUHWKHH[FXUVXVZDVLQ'LR¶VH\HVRQHUHPDUNDEOHVWHSLQWKLVORQJ
SURFHVVRIJURZLQJQHJOHFWRIWUDGLWLRQDOUXOHVKHZDV³WKHILUVW5RPDQWRSDUDGHZLWKDWHDP
RIIRXUZKLWHKRUVHV´=RQDUZKLFKLVSUHVHQWHGLQ$JULSSD¶VVSHHFKDVZHVaw, as 
the reason for his banishment (52.13 .3). As Carsten Hjort Lange has demonstrated, many 
RWKHUVWHSVDUHSRLQWHGRXWLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHEHIRUHWKHLQQRYDWLRQVRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDQG
WKH\ UHYHDO LQ DZLGHU SHUVSHFWLYH ³WKH SUREOHPDWLF WULXPSKDO KLVWRU\ RI5RPH´60 In this 
FRQWH[W &DHVDU¶V WULXPSK RI  BC appears as a turning point, foreshadowing the 
disappearance of the Republican triumph. Several passages from the preserved books 
mention decrees of the Senate awarding various triumphal privileges to Caesar after his final 
victory over the Pompeians at Thapsus, which were increasingly excessive (42.20.5; 43.14.3; 
44.4.2± DQG KHUHE\ UHFDOO WKH ILQDO UHPDUN RI =RQDUDV¶ H[FXUVXV FLYLO VWULIe and the 
domination of a few²now reduced to the one single man who defeated his rivals²deeply 
affected the traditional triumph. The question of the white horses was but one of the 
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 All these peculiarities have been underlined in Lange 2016²the first study, since Ehlers 1939, to give Dio-
=RQDUDV¶H[FXUVXV its due place in our information about the Roman triumph, and considering it in relation to 
'LR¶V ZKROH QDUUDWLYH RI WKH 5HSXEOLF DQG (PSLUH 7KH RWKHU DQFLHQW DXWKRUV DUH PRUH LQWHUHVWHG LQ WKH
triumphal pompe. As for Valerius MaxLPXV¶ZHOO-NQRZQFKDSWHUµ'HLXUHWULXPSKL¶(2.8), it is partly unreliable 
and its scope is limited. 
59
 Translation by author. 
60
 Lange 2016, 7. 
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encroachments upon Republican practice and does not seem to have attracted much attention 
during the Caesarian celebration itself; but Dio probably underlines this feature because of its 
regal and tyrannical associations61 ZKLFK LQ $JULSSD¶V VSHHFK ILW ERWK &DPLOOXV DQG
&DHVDU DQG EHFDXVH LW VHHPV WR KDYH EHFRPH DQ RUGLQDU\ SUDFWLFH IURP $XJXVWXV¶ WLPH
onwards.62  
 Now, if we sum up our previous observations, we may suggest that regarding 
Camillus, Dio primarily focused on the relation between an outstanding personality and his 
fellow citizens, the question in the background being his acceptance of the traditional rules of 
the political system, which he defied by his first triumph with white horses and his strange 
management of booty. That might explain why the events of his career are presented in two 
very different sequences: first, his glory, spoiled by growing unpopularity and ending in trial 
and exile; then his recall, respectful of legal conditions, opening a sequence of trustful 
relations where he becomes a protection against the threat of the dreadful political ambition 
of Manlius Capitolinus. This schematic organisation of CamLOOXV¶ SRUWUD\DO LV FOHDUO\
ERUURZHGIURP3OXWDUFK¶VELRJUDSK\ZKLFKLVEXLOWRQWKHVDPHFRQWUDVWEHWZHHQWZRSKDVHV
RI&DPLOOXV¶SXEOLFOLIH63 But contrary to Plutarch, whose aim was to show exile as a painful 
test necessary to allow reintegration of an DUURJDQWSDWULFLDQLQWRWKHFLYLOFRPPXQLW\'LR¶V
intentions are less moralistic than political.  
 Essentially, Camillus appears as a two-sided figure, a paradigm of first transgression 
and then acceptance of the institutions and traditions of the Republic. He is a more elaborate 
figure than Scipio, but an illustration of the same topic: the place of a great man of 
outstanding military skills in a democracy. In this respect, we may surmise, as with Scipio, 
WKDW'LR XVHG WKH GHVFULSWLRQ RI&DPLOOXV¶ fate as a means to presenting a broad political 
reflection about the conditions required for the stability of the Republican system. The point 
is neither the virtues of Camillus nor his ambition, but the general issue that his actions 
highlight: in a democracy, concord is possible only if statesmen submit to the common rules. 
His figure is fashioned along these lines. 
                                                          
61
 The habit of the Syracusan tyrants to parade on chariots with a team of white horses was known at Rome for 
a long time (Liv. 24.5.3±4 for 215 BC). 
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 See Ehlers 1939, 503±504, for the topos of the white horses in elegiac poetry of the Augustan age, and for 
the use of white horses in imperial triumphs. On the question of the reliability of the tradition ascribing to 
Camillus the use of white horses, and its ties with Caesar, the best account remains Weinstock 1971, 71±75. See 
also Beard 2007, 234±236. 
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DUH VKDSHG E\'LR¶V FDUHIXO VHOHFWLRQ RI LQIRUPDWLRQ IURP KLV VRXUFHV DQG insertion in the 
narrative to illustrate a political point pertaining to the Republic as a whole.  
 Compared to them, Fabricius is not a prominent character in Roman culture, although 
he is cited by a variety of authors from the Republic to the 4th century. And his relative 
LPSRUWDQFH LQ 'LR¶V History has a partly circumstantial cause, namely the fact that the 
narrative provides a detailed treatment of the Roman war with Pyrrhus,64 in which Fabricius 
played a notable part more as a negotiator than as a warrior. But he merits interest because his 
figure is very different from those of Scipio and Camillus in two respects: his behaviour 
meets complete consensus in the city, and his character embodies a uniquely particular virtue, 
namely incorruptibility.65 In other words, a schematic and positive figure. 
 As we did for Scipio, we shall leave aside a number of plainly factual passages where 
)DEULFLXV¶ DFWLRQV DUH UHFRUGHG LQ D QHXWUDO PRGH IRU LQVWDQFH VRPH RI KLV HPEDVVLHV WR
Tarentum or to Pyrrhus), and comment only on those where his figure is deliberately 
emphasised.66 7ZRRIWKHPDUHSDUWLFXODUO\LQWHUHVWLQJHVSHFLDOO\DVFOHDULQVWDQFHVRI'LR¶V
reworking of the tradition: he makes use of the same devices as his predecessors, long 
speeches and witticisms, but twists them in his own way to give FabriciuV¶ILJXUHDJHQXLQH
coloration. 
 The first passage concerns a minor event recorded only by a few ancient authors, 
namely Cicero, Quintilian and Gellius, but selected by Dio.67 It tells how Fabricius, although 
he harshly criticised Cornelius Rufinus, favoured his election as consul because he saw him 
as the only candidate with military skills. And, as ancient authors usually do when they 
present an exemplum, Dio adds a commentary:  
 
ΥὅȝȦȢ ΥἐȤİȚȡȠĲΥ?ȞȘıİȞǜ «ʌĮȡΥ? ΥὀȜΥ?ȖȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?įΥ?ĮȞ ΥἔȤșȡĮȞ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ? țȠȚȞΥ? ıȣȝĳΥέȡȠȞĲĮ 
ΥἐʌȠȚΥ?ıĮĲȠ, țĮΥὶ įΥ?ȟĮȞ Ȗİ țĮΥὶ Υἐț ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣ ΥἐțĲΥ?ıĮĲȠ, țȡİΥ?ĲĲȦȞ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ĳșΥ?ȞȠȣ 
                                                          
64
 See Rich 2016, 279. 
65
 See Berrendonner 2001 on the building and evolution of his figure in Roman culture. 
66
 See table 3: Fabricius, occurrences. 
67
 Cic. De or. 2.268; Quint. 12.1.43; Gell. 4.8. 
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ȖİȞΥ?ȝİȞȠȢ, Υὅıʌİȡ ʌȠȣ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȡΥ?ıĲȦȞ ΥἀȞįȡΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝΥ?ĮȢ ΥἐȖȖΥ?ȖȞİĲĮȚ. 
ĳȚȜΥ?ʌȠȜΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ Υ?Ȟ, țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐț ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȡȠıȤΥ?ȝĮĲȚ ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀıțΥ?Ȟ, ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ΥἴıΥ? ĲΥ? 
Ĳİ Υ?ĳΥ? ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ2 įȚΥ? ΥἑĲΥέȡȠȣ ĲȚȞΥ?Ȣ, țΥἂȞ įȚΥάĳȠȡΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ? Υ?, İΥ? ĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ舂λȚȞ ʌĮșİΥ?Ȟ 
ΥἐĲΥ?șİĲȠ. 
 
KH DSSRLQWHG WKH ODWWHU«making his personal enmity of little account in 
comparison with the advantage of the community. From this action also he gained 
renown, in that he had shown himself superior even to jealousy, which springs up 
in the hearts of many of the best men by reason of emulation. Since he was a true 
patriot and did not practise virtue for a show, he thought it a matter of indifference 
whether the state were benefited by him or by some other man, even if this man 
were an opponent (F 40.2).  
 
,W KDSSHQV WKDW *HOOLXV¶ DFFRXQW RI WKH VWRU\ LV DV GHWDLOHG DV 'LR¶V DQG DOORZV D IUXLWIXO
comparison because both aim to shape ethical models for public life.68 On one point both 
DXWKRUV DJUHH E\ KHOSLQJ 5XILQXV¶ HOHFWLRQ )DEULFLXV SODFHG ³WKH DGYDQWDJH RI WKH
FRPPXQLW\´ DERYHKLV RZQ IHHlings of hatred. But to this lesson, Dio adds two comments 
which reveal how he diverges from the facts to advance his own ideas. First, introducing the 
VWRU\KHDQQRXQFHVWKDWLWZLOOH[HPSOLI\)DEULFLXV¶KLJKHU³LQFRUUXSWLELOLW\´ΥἀįȦȡȠįȠțȓĮ
But, as Gellius tells, and as is shown by the witticism reported in the second fragment and 
DOUHDG\ FLWHGE\&LFHUR WKH FRQFHUQZDVQRW5XILQXV¶ WDNLQJEULEHV EXWKLV JUHHG ³*DLXV
Fabricius, when asked why he had entrusted the business to his foe, praised the general 
excellence of Rufinus, and added that to be spoiled by the citizen is preferable to being sold 
E\ WKH HQHP\´ )  6R ZKDW DSSHDUV LQ WKH RWKHU DFFRXQWV RI WKH VWRU\ DV JUHHG LV
presented by Dio as corruption. Actually, corruption, and in particular electoral corruption 
EXWQRWJUHHGZDVDPDMRUWKHPHRI'LR¶VUHIOHFWLRQDERXWSROLWLFVDQGUHFXUVUHSHDWHGO\LQ
his narrative of the Late Republic as a cause of disturbance during elections for magistracies 
and influencing the whole political system.69 Furthermore, in the middle of the passage there 
appears another comment about jealousy resulting from emulation, omitted by Gellius. 
                                                          
68
 Cicero and Quintilian, instead, use the anecdote in a different context, namely that of rhetorical practice and 
devices. 
69
 See for instance 36.38±41; 40.45±50  
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-HDORXV\LVIXQGDPHQWDO WR'LR¶VSROLWLFDOYLHZV70 and is best expounded in the well-known 
foreword of book 44 where, spHDNLQJLQKLVDXWKRULDOYRLFHKHDVFULEHV&DHVDU¶VPXUGHUWR
jealousy, and exposes it as a cause of ruin for the democracy.71 So, starting from a standard 
story about Fabricius putting the good of the Republic before his own desires, Dio gives it 
further sLJQLILFDQFH E\ OLQNLQJ )DEULFLXV¶ FKDUDFWHU WR RWKHU IXQGDPHQWDO WRSLFV WKDW DUH
widespread in his narrative of the Republic. 
 The second passage is the longest preserved concerning Fabricius: it is his famous 
private discussion with Pyrrhus, when, during the negotiation about the Roman prisoners 
after the defeat at Heraclea, the king urges Fabricius to become his counsellor and general 
and to accept his presents (F 40.33±$PRQJDULFKOLWHUDU\WUDGLWLRQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWVHHPV
mostly indebted to Dionysius of Halicarnassus,72 who widely developed the discourses of the 
SURWDJRQLVWV DQG HYHQ LQFOXGHG LQ)DEULFLXV¶ D SRVVLEOH IXWXUH LQWHUYHQWLRQE\ WKH FHQVRUV
When putting the two dialogues side by side, many similarities appear, particularly 
concerning PyrrhXV¶VSHHFKLQERWKWH[WVWKHNLQJSUDLVHV)DEULFLXV¶YLUWXHVDQGUHSXWDWLRQ
asks for his help to secure peace with the Romans, and offers him to be his adviser and 
general (D.H. AR 19.14; Cass. Dio F 40.33).73 
 +RZHYHU)DEULFLXV¶UHVSRQVHLQ'LRLVQRWSDUWLFXODUO\FORVHWRLWVOLNHO\'LRQ\VLDQ
model. Some of the topics are identical: a royal adviser cannot be chosen from a democracy 
(meaning, for Dio, Republican government) because monarchy and democracy are quite 
opposite regimes, with incompatible ethea; and a Roman ambassador cannot accept presents 
without being deemed corrupt. But the ordering of the arguments is not the same,74 and some 
RIWKRVHSXWIRUZDUGLQ'LRQ\VLXV¶DFFRXQWGRQRWDSSHDULQ'LR¶VEXWare replaced by others 
absent from Dionysius. Surprisingly, this happens with the long development inserted by 
                                                          
70
 Burden-Strevens 2016, on the centrality of phthonos WRSROLWLFDOOLIHLQ'LR¶VYLHZRIWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDQG
0DGV/LQGKROPHU¶VFRQWULEXWLRQLQWKLVYROXPH 
71
 44.1.1; 2.3±4. 
72
 As happens elsewhere in his History. On this imitatio, which went far beyond the literary form, see 
Fromentin 2016. The other preserved parallel accounts are those of Plutarch (Pyrrh. 20.8±9) and App. (Samn. 




 Dio puts in first place the problem of a royal adviser from a democracy (40.34), which appears at the end in 
Dionysius (19.18.7±8), and in second place the impossibility for an ambassador of receiving gifts (40.34), a 




Dionysius about the uselessness of money to achieve a brilliant position in public life at 
Rome. None of these themes, which involve institutional specificities familiar to Dio such as 
access to magistracies, use of booty or duties of the censors regarding the behaviour of 
senators (19.14.5; 16.3±DSSHDULQ'LRQ\VLXV¶DFFRXQW$QGWKHORQJGHSLFWLRQE\)DEULFLXV
of the fate he might suffer if he HYHU DFFHSWHG 3\UUKXV¶ SURSRVDO H[LOH DQG
GLVHQIUDQFKLVHPHQWLVUHGXFHGLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWWRDIHZZRUGV,QVWHDG'LRGHYRWHV
plentiful space to moral ideas about wealth and poverty in general, which in fact are more 
carefully developed than FabULFLXV¶ UHVSRQVH LWVHOI ) 6±38).75 Philosophical matters 
seem to have precedence over political reflection to such a degree that Fabricius looks more 
like a Stoic than a statesman.76 ,WVHHPVWKDW'LRLQWKLVSDUWRI)DEULFLXV¶DQVZHUWR3\UUKXV
ceaseG WR IROORZ'LRQ\VLXV¶ WH[W RU WKH 'LRQ\VLDQ WUDGLWLRQ DQG LQFOXGHG LQVWHDG WRSLFV
ZKLFK ZHUH FRPPRQSODFH LQ 5RPDQ UKHWRULFDO WUDGLWLRQ ZKLOH DOVR FRQQHFWLQJ )DEULFLXV¶
figure with paupertas.77 In other words, Fabricius, in this long fragment, is not presented 
mainly as a model of civic morality, but rather as a model of virtue in general. His 
FRQWHQWHGQHVVZLWKZKDWKHKDVLVRSSRVHGWR3\UUKXV¶pleonexiaDUHFXUULQJWKHPHLQ'LR¶V
History. 
 The other occurrences of Fabricius in the narrative are to be found not in fragments 
from the Roman History EXW LQ=RQDUDV¶ HSLWRPH DQG WKH\ FRQFHUQ WZRRWKHUZHOO-known 
HYHQWVQDPHO\)DEULFLXV¶UHIXVDORIWKHWUHDFKHURXVSURSRVDOIURP1LFLDV3\UUKXV¶IULHQGWR
assassinate the king (8.5.8), and his decision, when censor, to expel Rufinus from the Senate 
EHFDXVHRIWKHVLOYHUSODWHKHRZQHG,QERWKFDVHV)DEULFLXV¶EHKDYLRXULVGHVFULEHG
in a very conventional manner. In the first fragment it provides an exemplum of Roman 
fides²Rome fights with arms, not by treason²and in the second an exemplum of paupertas. 
'LR¶V DFFRXQWV GR QRW VHHP DV IDU DV FDQ EH VXSSRVHG IURP =RQDUDV¶ HSLWRPH WR KDYH
deviated from the literary tradition, but the lack of fragments from the Excerpta may lead to 
fallacious conclusions. 
 In any case, the figure of Fabricius delineated by Cassius Dio strikingly contrasts with 
those of Scipio and Camillus. All the preserved passages allow the display of his virtues and 
the shaping of a definitely positive image: a statesman whom neither corruption nor envy can 




 See Berrendonner 2001, 107±108. 
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spoil, devoted to the common good and loyal to democracy and its values. Contrary to Scipio 
and Camillus, he never appears in the context of internal conflict. Moreover, his character is 
used as a model of virtuous conduct, presenteGWRKLVIHOORZFLWL]HQVDQGWR5RPH¶VHQHPLHV
as well. So, political and constitutional topics are related to his figure in a very different way 
to Camillus and Scipio: in the dialogue with Pyrrhus, monarchy and democracy are 
confronted on a moral field, and Fabricius depicts himself as embodying values basically 
LUUHOHYDQW WRDNLQJDQGKLVFRXQVHOORUV ,Q WKLVZD\)DEULFLXV¶FKDUDFWHUFRQWULEXWHV WR WKH
creation of a different image of the Republic than Scipio and Camillus; Fabricius rather 
reflects the LGHDO5HSXEOLFWKDQ³WKHPXGG\FLW\RI5RPXOXV´  
 Should we think, as has been proposed, that Fabricius is shaped as the model of the 
statesman of the Middle Republic, a period of political harmony78 that is definitely forgotten 
when civil strife and domination of powerful politicians²staseis and dunasteiai as Dio 
says²brought the Republic to its collapse?79 And that Fabricius hereby is idealised to the 
H[WHQWWKDWQRRWKHUILJXUHEHORQJLQJWRDQRWKHUDJHRI5RPH¶VKLVWRU\FDQEHSXWVLGHE\VLGH
with him? ,QIDFW)DEULFLXV¶ILJXUHGRHVQRWDSSHDULQWKHSUHVHUYHGERRNVDVLIIRU'LRDQ\
comparison with statesmen of later periods was unthinkable.80 However, one of the topics 
associated with Fabricius²that is what sort of man the adviser of a king should be²surfaces 
again in the Augustan books regarding Agrippa.81 6HYHUDO SDVVDJHV XQGHUOLQH $JULSSD¶V
attitude in a way that reminds us of what was said about Fabricius: he avoids ambition 
ʌȜİȠȞİȟȓĮ DQG VR LV QRW WKH WDUJHW RI MHDORXV\ ĳșȩȞȠȢ DQG KH SODFHV Whe public good 
DKHDG RI RWKHU FRQVLGHUDWLRQV ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥὸ įȘȝȩıȚȠȞ ΥἐįİȜİȤȠΥ?Ȣ ıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȣ82 But in all these 
passages, his conduct is described in the frame of his relation with Augustus, not with his 
fellow citizens, and determined above all by consideration of his position as adviser of a 
                                                          
78
 See the well-NQRZQ SDVVDJH ZKHUH 'LR GHVFULEHV WKDW VWDWH RI ³DEVROXWH KDUPRQ\ ΥὁȝȠȞȠȓĮ EHWZHHQ
WKHPVHOYHV>WKH5RPDQV@´DWWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKH6HFRQG3XQLF:DU) 
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 Kemezis 2014, 106±110. 
80
 SignificantO\'LRGHQRXQFHV&DUDFDOOD¶VPLVXVHRIWKHH[DPSOHRI)DEULFLXVDVDPRGHOIRUKLVRZQFRQGXFW
in relation to some barbarian enemies of Rome (78.20.3). 
81
 I express my acknowledgements to John Rich for this idea, suggested during the symposium and discussed 
later on. 
82
 53.23.3±4 (dedication of the Saepta); 53.27.4 (his new buildings on the Campus Martius); 54.29.3 (eulogy by 
Dio when he dies).  
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monarch.83 The first of these occurrences (53.23) is very revealing: Dio, after having praised 
Agrippa who was careful to behave like an efficient but modest and respectful adviser, 
describes in opposite terms the insolence (ΥἐȟȪȕȡȚıİȞRI&RUQHOLXV*DOOXVZKRH[KLELWHGKLV
power and glory in his province of Egypt and paid for that.84 7KHOHVVRQLVFOHDU$JULSSD¶V
behaviour, as described by Dio, is adapted to the monarchy established by Augustus. He is 
presented as devoted both to Augustus and to the demos, and he perfectly fits the ideal 
Augustan monarchy as Dio conceived it, that is a mixture of monarchy and democracy.
85
 His 
virtues revive the virtues of Fabricius, which had become out of place in the Late Republic: 
'LR¶V/DWH5HSXEOLFDQQDUUDWLYHSUHVHQWVJUHDWPHQOLNH&DWXOXV&DWRWKH<RXQJHU%UXWXVRU
Cassius as devoted to the common good, like Fabricius, but their actions are described as 
ineffective: democracy is no longer viable when Rome is subject to dunasteiai. Agrippa 
LQVWHDGHPERGLHVLQ'LR¶VYLHZWKHUHWXUQWRWKHLGHDOUHSXEOLFDQVWDWHVPDQDV)DEULFLXVKDG
been, in the new constitutional frame of the Augustan monarchy. Both figures are 
LGHDOLVDWLRQV RI WKH 5RPDQ VWDWHVPDQ LQ WZR GLIIHUHQW SHULRGV RI 5RPH¶V FRQVWLWXWLRQDO






The question raised at the beginning of this paper was whether Roman statesmen of the 
Middle Republic were depicted by Dio in a particular manner, different from what can be 
observed in the preserved later Republican books of his Roman History. In these later books 
the shaping of characters is closely associated with general historical analysis, and figures of 
prominent generals and politicians of the Late Republic are connected, through specific 
comments, with political and constitutional topics, like extra-legal power, respect for 
                                                          
83
 For instance, his placing a statue of himself together with Caesar and Augustus in the pronaos of the 
3DQWKHRQLVFRPPHQWHGE\'LRLQWKHVHZRUGV³7KLVZDVGRQHQRWRXWRIDQ\ULYDOU\RUDPELWLRQĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ
RQ$JULSSD¶VSDUWWRPDNHKLPVHOIHTXDORI$XJXVWXVEXWIURPKLVKHDUW\OR\DOW\ȜȚʌĮȡȠΥ?ȢİΥὐȞȠȓĮȢWRKLPDQG
his constant zeal for the pubOLFJRRGʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸįȘȝȩıȚȠȞΥἐįİȜİȤȠΥ?ȢıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȣ´ 
84
 +HKDGKLVDFWLRQVLQVFULEHGXSRQWKHS\UDPLGVZKLFKSUREDEO\DSSHDUHGDVULYDOOLQJ$XJXVWXV¶res gestae, 
and consequently he was disgraced by Augustus and later convicted by the Senate, which caused him to commit 
suicide. 
85
 2Q'LR¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIWKH$XJXVWDQPRQDUFK\VHH&ROWHOORQL-Trannoy 2016. 
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ancestral custom and stability of the Republican regime. A second question naturally 
followed: are the great men of the Middle Republic whom Dio chose to foreground given the 
function to advertise the same range of themes, which would mean that he viewed the 
Republic as a unity and stressed continuity, instead of contrast, between the Middle and Late 
Republic? Or, on the other hand, are these great men fashioned along different lines in order 
to underline the specificity and uniqueness of the Middle Republic?  
 7KH SDVVDJH IURP $JULSSD¶V VSHHFK ZKLFK ZH WRRN DV D VWDUWLQJ SRLQW SUHVHQWHG
Camillus, Scipio and Caesar as three examples of the danger in Roman politics of seeming 
like a potential dynast, someone who behaves with arrogance and is thought to aspire to 
domination over his fellow citizens and to sole power. And it suggested that Camillus and 
Scipio could be considered as forerunners of Caesar and, more generally, of the dynasts who, 
from Marius and Sulla to Pompey, Caesar and the triumvirs, were responsible for the 
downfall of the Republic. By gathering all the significant preserved passages from the books 
which described the careers of the two prominent statesmen, Camillus and Scipio, we have 
tried to test whether the same idea was conveyed. Examination of these texts, mostly those 
WUDQVPLWWHGE\H[FHUSWRUVEXWDOVRSDVVDJHVIURP=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHDFKLHYHGDFRQILUPDWLRQ
of this by showing striking similarities with central issues of the Late Republic: Camillus and 
Scipio are described in connection with particular topics, mainly the management of victory 
and the celebration of triumph for Camillus and the attribution and use of military command 
for Scipio. These issues are also central in the Late Republic, and Camillus and Scipio as 
figures can therefore usefully be put side by side with Pompey and Caesar. And, while Dio 
FHUWDLQO\VWUHVVHVWKHMHDORXV\ZKLFKDULVHVIURP&DPLOOXVDQG6FLSLR¶VPLOLWDU\VXFFHVVHV²
again a feature recognisable in the dynasts of his Late Republic²the historian does not 
VXJJHVWWKHLUDPELWLRQ,QGHHGKHFOHDUO\DVVHUWVWKDW³there have never been any better men 
WKDQ WKHVH´ 7KH TXHVWLRQ at stake is not a moral one²they are not denied civic 
virtues²EXW UDWKHU D ³V\VWHPLF´ RQH their outstanding achievements affect the basis of 
GHPRFUDF\)DEULFLXV¶ILJXUHRQWKHRWKHUKDQGLVQRWGLUHFWO\FRPSDUHGWRDQ\VWDWHVPDQRI
the Late Republic. His foremost features are incorruptibility and such a devotion to the 
common good that he is out of reach from ambition and envy. Consequently, his behaviour 
meets perfect consensus. He embodies the ideal statesman in a time of concord between the 
Romans, and therefore his figure can be used to define the distinctive political identity of 
Rome as a įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ among the Mediterranean states when for the first time she confronted 
Hellenistic kings such as Pyrrhus. Thus, he also embodies the ethos of the Roman citizen 
which is at odds with the ethos of the subject in a monarchy, even if that subject²as an 
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adviser of the king²were the most distinguished of them. As we saw (and although Dio, as 
far as we know, never explicitly puts him side by side with Agrippa), some of the comments 
he inserted about the latter as a counsellor of Augustus are related to exactly the same topic.  
 So, the three figures under review are clearly shaped within the framework of a 
UHIOHFWLRQ DERXW5RPH¶V ORQJ-term history, and articulated with general political themes in 
order to support a particular interpretation of the working of the republican system and the 
weaknesses that lead to its final downfall, as also happens in the Late Republican books.86 
'LR¶VDSSURDFKWRWKH5RPDQH[HPSODU\FDQRQSURYHVPRUHRULJLQDOWKDQFRXOGEHSUHVXPHG
Furthermore, his reworking of old inherited models entailed a careful selection of 
information, as we have seen, and a choice of items which were sometimes quite 














                                                          
86
 And, apparently, in the books describing the beginnings of the Republic: see the conclusions of Mallan 2014 
about Lucretia. 
87
 We may wonder, besideV ZKHWKHU WKHVH WKUHH ILJXUHV DUH QRW DOVR GHVLJQHG LQ 'LR¶V PLQG WR SRLQW WR
important moments in the history of the Roman Republic: Camillus is connected to the end of attempts at 
creating a tyranny (Manlius Capitolinus is the last of the three famous adfectatores regni after Spurius Cassius 
DQG 6SXULXV 0DHOLXV DQG WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI D PRUH SDFLILF SROLWLFDO OLIH )DEULFLXV LV OLQNHG WR 5RPH¶V
affirmation of her power abroad, based on typically democratic virtues, when facing the first Greek king she had 
to fight; Scipio, lastly, embodies the appearance of a threat to political stability in the shape of successful 





Table 1: Scipio Africanus (occurrences excluding strictly factual passages) 
Not mentioned: Suda (XVI, F 57.48 = Boiss. I, 25, Loeb II, 218): speech to rebelling soldiers in Spain. 
Reference Paris fragments / Other Exc. De Virt. Vit. Zonaras 
F 57.38±39 
Boiss. I, 240±241 
Loeb II, 188±190 
from Paris fragments sent to Spain (in 210): 
qualities, education, ties 
with Jupiter 
9.7.3: offers himself for 
command in Spain, and 
is chosen; his qualities 
F 70.2±3 
Boiss. I, 313 
Loeb II, 386±388 
youth should not prevent 
honours and commands 
(Max. Conf.; Ioann. Dam.)  
 9.7.4: his youth causes 
anxiety: speaks to people 
and shames senators 
F 57.40 
Boiss. I, 241 
Loeb II, 190±192 
from Paris fragments behaviour towards the 
Roman army in Spain 
and L. Marcius 
² 
F 57.42±43 
Boiss. I, 243±244 
Loeb II, 198±200 
from Paris fragments calms mutiny; 
Celtiberian towns and 
chiefs join him; gives 
back Celtiberian maiden 
9.8.3±5: he takes (New) 
Carthage; (then, same as 
in the fragment) 
F 57.48 
Boiss. I, 245 
Loeb II, 200±202 
from Paris fragments his military skills; the 
Spaniards name him 
Great King 
9.8.6±7: victory over 
Hasdrubal; (then, same 
as in the fragment) 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 249±251 
Loeb II, 212±220 
² ² 9.10.1±4: meeting with 
Syphax, victory over the 
Iliturgi, funeral games in 
Carthagene, illness, 
mutiny; 5±8: mutiny 
repressed, Celtiberian 
chiefs submit  
F 57.53±56 
Boiss. I, 254±255 
Loeb II, 224±228 
Massinissa on Roman 
VLGH 6FLSLR¶V $IULFDn 
landing prevented by 
Romans; dismissed, return 
to Rome; triumph denied 
² 9.11.3±4 (same as in the 
fragment) 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 257±258 
Loeb II, 232±234 
² ² 9.11.6±9: consul (205), 
sent to Sicily and Africa; 
takes Locri; 11: allowed 
a larger army 
F 57.62 
Boiss. I, 258±259 
Loeb II, 236 
² scandal of Locri and 
other grievances; attempt 
to recall for trial 
² 
F 57.63±69 
Boiss. I, 259±262 
Loeb II, 238±244 
beginning of the campaign 
in Africa 
² 9.12.1±5 (same as in the 
fragment) 
F 57.72 
Boiss. I, 263 
Loeb II, 246±248 
² captures and releases a 
Carthaginian vessel; 
negotiates with Syphax 
9.12.6±7: year 203 
(same as in the 
fragment) 
F 57.73 
Boiss. I, 264±265 
Loeb II, 252±254 
² 
 
Scipio treats captured 
Syphax with respect 
9.13.3: Masinissa, 
Sophonisbe, Syphax 
(same as fragment) 
F 57.86 
Boiss. I, 272  
Loeb II, 272±274 
Scipio becomes prominent 
as conqueror of Carthage; 
opposed fate of Hannibal 
² 9.14.13 (same as in the 
fragment) 
F 63 
Boiss. I, 290 
Loeb II, 322 
² qualities and successes 
of the Scipios envied; 
their innocence 




Table 2: Camillus (all occurrences) 
Not mentioned: Suda (F 24.4 = Boiss. I, 76±77, Loeb I, 202): Camillus indicted by the tribunes, withdraws 











Reference Exc. De Sententiis Exc. De Virt. Vit. Zonaras 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 71±72 
Loeb I, 190±192 
² ² 7.21.1±3: dictator, Veii, 
dedication of spoil and 
popular anger, triumph 
with white horses; 4±11: 
description of the 
Roman triumph 
F 24.2±3 
Boiss. I, 75±76 
Loeb I, 200±202 
² refuses treason of 
)DOHULL¶V VFKRROPDVWHU 
the city surrenders  
7.22.1±6 (same as in the 
fragment) 
F 24.4 
Boiss. I, 76±77 
Loeb I, 202 
² jealousy towards 
Camillus; indicted by the 
tribunes, leaves Rome 
7.22.7±8 (same as in the 
fragment) 
F 24.6 
Boiss. I, 76±77 
Loeb I, 202 
jealousy of even his 




Boiss. I, 81 
Loeb I, 214 
² refuses Gallic command 
in exile unless legal 
precedent is respected 
² 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 82 
Loeb I, 216 
² ² 7.23.9: restores Sutrium 
to its inhabitants; 
triumph, great reputation 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 82 
Loeb I, 216 
² ² 7.23.10: dictator for the 
fourth time because of 
Manlius Capitolinus 
F 28.1±2 
Boiss. I, 84 
Loeb I, 220 
² campaigns against the 
Tusculans who welcome 




conducted by Camillus 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 86 
Loeb I, 226 
² ² 7.24.10±12: dictator for 
the fifth time, against the 
Gauls; Torquatus, 
victory, Camillus resigns  
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 86 
Loeb I, 228 
² ² 7.24.13: consuls chosen 
among both orders, 




Table 3: Fabricius (occurrences excluding strictly factual passages) 
 
7DEOH&DVVLXV'LRDQGWKHWUDGLWLRQRQ6FLSLR$IULFDQXV¶dynasteia 
Circumstances Livy Appian Cassius Dio Zonaras 
return from Spain 
(206 BC) 
28.38.1±4: Scipio 
reports his Spanish 
campaign to the 
Senate and asks for 
triumph 
Ib. 38.155: glorious 
reception at Rome, 
even by those who 
envied him; 
allowed a triumph 
F 57.54±56: 
recalled to Rome 
and deprived of his 
command by those 
senators anxious 
about his dunasteia  
9.11.3±4: idem 
Scipio elected 
consul, debate in 




speech of Fabius 
against assigning 
Africa to Scipio 
(regio more, 
superbia) 
Pun. 7: debate only 
on strategic choice 
 
² 9.11.6±7: sent 
to Sicily and 
Africa, but with 
few troops and 
ships because 
of jealousy  




(externo et regio 
more) and proposes 
to recall him and 
annul his command  
² F 57.62: Romans, 
indignant, try to 
remove his 
command and call 
him back for trial 
² 













² F 63: qualities and 
successes of the 
Scipios envied; 




Reference Exc. De Sententiis Exc. De Virt. Vit. Zonaras 
F 40.1±2 
Boiss. I, 109 
Loeb I, 286±288 
shows himself superior to 
the jealousy which results 
from emulation of others 
votes for Rufinus as 
consul, shows himself 
superior to jealousy 
resulting from emulation 
and truly virtuous 
² 
F 36.33 
Boiss. I, 109±110 
Loeb I, 288 
witticism of Fabricius 
about his praise of Rufinus 
² ² 
F 40.33±38  
Boiss. I, 129±131 
Loeb I, 338±344 
offer to become 3\UUKXV¶
adviser; Fabricius refuses 
the offer as well as gifts 
and praises poverty 
² 8.4.7±8: Pyrrhus asks 
Fabricius to help secure 
peace: Fabricius explains 
refusal of gifts and 
praises poverty 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 134±135 
Loeb I, 354 
² ² 8.5.8: UHIXVHV 1LFLDV¶
proposal to assassinate 
Pyrrhus 
No direct fragment 
Boiss. I, 138 
Loeb I, 364±366 
² ² 8.6.9: as censor, expels 
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CASSIUS DIO ON VIOLENCE, STASIS, AND CIVIL WAR: THE EARLY 
YEARS 
 
Carsten Hjort Lange 
 
There has been a recent increase in scholarly interest in the early books of Cassius Dio. Two 
areas that have attracted particular attention are the excursus on magistracies (Urso 2005; 
2013; Simons 2009) and the triumph (Zonar. 7.21; Lange 2016a), and the annalistic structure 
of the narrative (Rich 2016).1 However, Dio also appears to use the early books to describe 
other features, including violence and civil strife. Kemezis suggests that Dio downplayed the 
negative aspects of early Rome in order to make his account of the later dynasteia all the 
more unflattering. However, the reverse seems the case; Dio in no way played down the 
elements of violence, an integral part of civil strife and civil war (Kalyvas 2006; Lange 
forthcoming 2017b; 2018, focussing on Dio).2 $FFRUGLQJWR.HPH]LV¶YLHZWKHUHLVDPDUNHG
FRQWUDVWEHWZHHQ'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHdynasteia of the Late Republic and his account of 
the Early Republic (2014, 104). But Kemezis focuses primarily on the fragmentary stories of 
republican heroes rather than the actual internal troubles in Rome before the Late Republic: 
³7KHIHDWXUHVRI'LR¶V5HSXEOLFDQIUDJPHQWVDUH OHVV LQWHUHVWLQJ LQ WKHPVelves than for the 
FRQWUDVWWKH\PDNHZLWKKLVSRUWUDLWRIWKHODWHU5HSXEOLF´ 
 Dio famously emphasised that in 29 BCE the Romans reverted to monarchical 
JRYHUQPHQW ³6XFKZHUH WKHDFKLHYHPHQWVRI WKH5RPDQVDQGVXFK WKHLU VXIIHULQJ
under the kingship (basileia), under the demokratia [Republic], and under the dominion of a 
few (dynasteiai), during a period of seven hundred and twenty-ILYH \HDUV´ In the extant 
books of Cassius Dio, stasis and dynasteia seem to be phenomena that alternate in such a way 
that it is hard to have one without the other. Individual dynasteiai are not stable forms of rule 
and thus inevitably create the conditions for stasis, from the Gracchi onwards; at the same 
time dynasteia is the concept used to define the period until monarchy, a period of civil war.3 
                                                          
1




 The word dynasteia becomes common in the Gracchi fragments; see Kemezis 2014, 109. In fragment 83.4, 




But the periodization in book 52 in no way suggests that the tendencies noticeable during the 
Late Republic did not originate in earlier times. 
 Tendencies toward internal strife do indeed appear to date to the founding of the city, 
DQGFRQVWLWXWHDW OHDVW LQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWRI5RPH¶VOHJDF\7KLVFKDSWHU
seeks to address these issues of violence and stasis in the early books of Dio, whilst at the 
same time problematising the connection between violence, internal strife, and bellum civile, 
emphasising that differences between these phenomena are at least partly semantic in nature. 
The first part of this chapter is consequently the foundation for the second part: with a 
flexible and inclusive definition of civil war in hand it will be possible to show why Dio 
conceived of most of Republican history as riddled with civil strife from the start. This is not, 
as has been claimed, the product of a lost annalistic source (pace Libourel 1974). Rather, this 
LVWKHSURGXFWRIKXPDQQDWXUHZLWK7KXF\GLGHVDV'LR¶VPRGHO4 Civil strife and civil war 
was an integrated part of Republican political life; the solution came with the monarchy with 
$XJXVWXV7KLV LV WKH VWRU\ RI'LR¶V FRQFHSWLRQ RI WKH5HSXEOLF DV DQ XQZRUNDEOH V\VWHP
either causing or caused by the inevitable presence of internal problems such as violence, 
stasis, and bellum civile. 
 
Stasis and bellum civile: the case of Appian and Cassius Dio 
 
In order to approach the problem of stasis and civil war in antiquity one must reflect on the 
flexibility apparent in our ancient evidence. There are Greek words equivalent to bellum 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
though in a dynasteia rather than a demokratia´9LROHQFHWKXVEHFRPHVWKHSURGXct of dynasteia and ultimately 
of civil war. Desire for dynasteia is attributed to Drusus and Caepio, Metellus Creticus and Crassus (F 96.1; 
5LFKIRUWKFRPLQJ³$OWKRXJK'LRPDNHVERWK&DHVDUDQG2FWDYLDQLQVLVWWKDWWKH\KDGQRW
sought dynasteia (41.35.4; 53.4.4), he repeatedly asserts that desire for dynasteia had in fact impelled both them 
and their opponents in civil war, apart from Brutus and Cassius [41.17.3, 57.4; 42.8.2; 43.25.3; 46.34.4; 
@´ 
4
 )RU7KXF\GLGHV¶YLHZVRQKXPan nature see esp. 3.81±85. On Dio and his use of Thucydides see Reinhold 
1985, 30±HPSKDVLVLQJ WKDW'LRUHIHUV WR³KXPDQQDWXUH´PRUHIUHTXHQWO\ WKDQDQ\RWKHUDQFLHQWKLVWRULDQ
5HLQKROGDOVRIRFXVHVRQWKHJHQHUDODSSHDUDQFHRI³KXPDQQDWXUH´LQDQFLent historiography). Millar 1964, 76 
talks of pessimistic comments (contra Rich 1990, 13±³'LR&DVVLXV¶SRUWUD\DORIWKHHDUO\FDUHHURI<RXQJ
&DHVDULVQRWKRVWLOHKHZDVVHHNLQJPRQDUFK\DQGWKXVDFWHGLQWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWRI5RPH´5LFKQ9; 
Rich 1990, 11; Gowing 1992, 265±266; Hose 1994, 381; Swan 1997, 2525; Pelling 2010; Adler 2011; Rees 
2011; Price 2015. 
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civile: polemos emphylios and oikeios polemos.5 Appian remarks in the preface of the 
Emphylia (6):6 ³WKH5RPDQVWDWHFDPHWKURXJKIURPPXOWLIDULRXVFLYLOGLVRUGHUVstaseis) to 
concord (homonoia DQG PRQDUFK\´ DQG UHIOHFWLQJ 7KXF\GLGHV¶ ³UHDOLVW YLHZ´ RQ KXPDQ
nature, revealing as it were the realities of power, he states: ³PHQ¶V OLPLWOHVV DPELWLRQ
(philotimia), terrible lust for rule (philarkhia), indefatigable perseverance, and countless 
formVRIHYLO´DUHDFHQWUDOIHDWXUHRIWKHSHULRGB. Civ. $SSLDQYLHZHGLWDV5RPH¶V
greatest achievement to survive the civil war (Price 2015, 45). Significantly, Stasis is used to 
describe the period of civil war, not polemos. 
 Appian distinguishes three phases of stasis at Rome: At B. Civ. 1.1±2 he distinguishes 
between the staseis of the early Republic²which he believes to have been bloodless²and 
the bloodshed in internal disorders from the Gracchi onwards. At B. Civ. 1.55 he marks the 
beginning of civil war as 88 BCE: from that point the stasiarchs fought one another with great 
armies in the fashion of war (ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ ȞȩȝΥ?), and with the fatherland as their prize. The point 
is reiterated at 1.58: the battle between Marius and Sulla at Rome in 88 BCE was the first 
fought in the city not Υ?ʌΥὸ İΥ?țȩȞȚıĲȐıİȦȢ³LQWKHJXLVHRIstasis´EXW³XQDPELJXRXVO\ZLWK
EXJOH DQG VWDQGDUG LQ WKH IDVKLRQ RI ZDU´ ΥἀʌȡȠĳĮıȓıĲȦȢ Υ?ʌΥὸ ıȐȜʌȚȖȖȚ țĮΥὶ ıȘȝİȓȠȚȢ
ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ ȞȩȝΥ?). 
 However, Appian (B. Civ. 1.58), discussing a possible transition from stasis to 
polemos, also shows that both are part of the same development²the essence of which is 
violence, whether in strife or war²and thus civil war is an integral part of the  Emphylia; 
indeed, he uses the word stasis, as mentioned, to describe the Roman civil war in its entirety. 
Does this mean that the Emphylia, books 1±5, should be entitled Civil War? This would 
depend upon our definition of civil war as opposed to stasis, and whether we accept a period 
of strife before the outbreak civil war proper. As in the approaches of both Thucydides and 
.DO\YDV VHH DERYH FLYLO ZDU LV XQGRXEWHGO\ SDUW RI $SSLDQ¶V GHVFULSWLRQ RI YLROHQFH LQ
Roman society (see mainly App. B. Civ. 1.60). $SSLDQ¶VFKRLFHRIODQJXDge later, at B. Civ. 
5.132, is extremely revealing. Describing the termination of the civil war in 36 BCE, he 
ZULWHV³7KLVVHHPHGWREHWKHHQGRIWKHFLYLOGLVVHQVLRQV´ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȝΥὲȞįΥ? ĲΥ?ȞĲȩĲİıĲȐıİȦȞ
ΥἐįȩțİȚĲȑȜȠȢİΥἶȞĮȚ7KHZRUGstasis is used by Appian to describe this process. 
                                                          
5
 Interestingly, polemos emphylios appears more often in the early books of Dionysius, for example as a threat 
in the Struggle of the Orders, and notably in the Coriolanus narrative. 
6
 I deliberately use the Greek appellation here, rather than the OCD Bella civilia (see below). 
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 The fragmentary state of the early books of Dio makes any interpretation of his 
account more difficult,7 but it would appear that he took much the same view as Appian. The 
term polemos emphylios (and oikeios polemos, another Greek phrase for civil war) does not 
appear in his extant work until 38.17.4. At 52.16.2 Dio says that the discord arising after 
5RPH¶VZRUOG FRQTXHVWZDV DW ILUVWPHUHO\ stasis ³DW KRPHDQGZLWKLQ WKHZDOOV´ EXWZDV
WKHQFDUULHG³LQWRWKHOHJLRQV´LPSO\LQJOLNH$SSLDQBCE as a turning point:8 
 
ΥἀȜȜΥ? ĲΥὸ ȝΥὲȞʌȡΥ?ĲȠȞȠΥἴțȠȚțĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĲΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ? ĲİȓȤȠȣȢțĮĲΥ? ıȣıĲȐıİȚȢ ΥἐıĲĮıȚȐıĮȝİȞ
ΥἔʌİȚĲĮįΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢĲΥ? ıĲȡĮĲȩʌİįĮĲΥὸ ȞȩıȘȝĮĲȠΥ?ĲȠʌȡȠȘȖȐȖȠȝİȞ 
 
At first it was only at home and within our walls that we broke up into factions 
and quarreled, but afterwards we even carried this plague out into the legions. 
 
Nevertheless, at 52.15.4±5 foreign wars and stasis DUH PHQWLRQHG WRJHWKHU ³«LQVWHDG RI
being embroiled in hazardous wars abroad or in unholy stasis´WKXVLPSO\LQJWZRNLQGVRI
ZDU ODWHU VSHFLILHG DW  +RZHYHU LQ GHILQLQJ WKH VWULIH WKDW ZDV FDUULHG ³LQWR WKH
OHJLRQV´'LRPHQWLRQVIDFWLRQVDQRWKHUKDOOPDUNRIFLYLOZDUStasis, factional politics and 
civil war are closely interrelated and part of the same phenomenon of (civil) war (cf. 
$VFRQLXV & 'LR¶V GHILQLWLRQ PD\ HYHQ LQ WKLV FDVH VXJJHVW WKDW LQWHUQDO VWULIH ZDV D
precursor, even a necessity, for civil war to develop (see Thucydides below).9 
 Whatever differences and nuances there may have been between stasis and bellum 
civile, Dio (41.14.2), to give an example, remarks: ΥὄȞĲȦȢ ȖȐȡ ʌȠȣ ΥἀȝĳȠĲȑȡȦșİȞ ΥἐȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ
ıĲȐıİıȚĲΥὸ țȠȚȞΥὸȞȕȜȐʌĲİĲĮȚ³IRUWKHUHLVQRGRXEWWKDWLQFLYLOZDUVWKHVWDWHLVLQMXUHGE\
ERWKSDUWLHV´ȈĲȐıȚȢStasis is uVHGWRGHVFULEHWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHFLYLOZDUDIWHU&DHVDU¶V
crossing of the Rubicon (similar uses of stasis: 39.58.2; 41.46.2). In contrast, however, 
UHIHUVWR³staseis DQGZDU´ıĲȐıİȚȢțĮΥὶ ʌȩȜİȝȠȚ,QWKLVSDUW'LRUHIHUVWRDVWDQGLQJ
army, VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW³LIRQ WKHRWKHUKDQGZHSHUPLWDOO WKHPHQRIPLOLWDU\DJH WRKDYH
                                                          
7 See Juntunen 2013; Fromentin 2013, 23±26; Mallan 2013, 737±738; 2014, 760±762; Mallan in this volume in 
general on the survival of the lost books of Dio in the Constantinian Excerpta. 
8 On the connection between foreign war and subsequent civil war in Roman historiography, see Jacobs 2010, 
124±126. 
9 Joseph. BJ 6.6.2 sees a development from stasis to ʌȩȜİȝȠȢ ΥἐȝĳȪȜȚȠȢ, but clearly stasis is the phenomenon 
that results in civil war. 
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DUPV DQG WR SUDFWLVHZDUIDUH WKH\ZLOO DOZD\V EH WKH VRXUFH RI VHGLWLRQV DQG FLYLO ZDUV´
However, in this case Dio wanted to explain a whole range of possibilities. 
 To consider Roman history through the lens of Greek historians such as Appian and 
Dio may of course complicate matters of stasis and bellum civile. I would suggest that they 
used words to describe civil war that were already known for similar phenomena, including 
stasis. More striking, it seems much more important to emphasise that both Appian and Dio 
used Thucydides as their model when writing about Roman civil war.   
 7KHTXHVWLRQWKXVDULVHVDVWRZK\ZHVKRXOGQDPHDYLROHQWGRPHVWLFFRQIOLFW³FLYLO
ZDU´ UDWKHU WKDQ UHYROXWLRQ stasis (if this is indeed different to civil war at all), tumult, 
sedition, insurgency, or guerrilla warfare. As concepts they differ only marginally. 
Furthermore, more often than not, more than one label was used to describe a specific 
conflict (Rosenberger 1992; Cic. Phil 12.17). ,Q SULQFLSOH WKH TXHVWLRQ LV VLPSOH LI µFLYLO
ZDU¶ LVDPHDQLQJIXOFRQFHSW10 then we must be able to identify its defining characteristics 
and how it can be distinguished from other forms of violent civil dissension. Is Dio not 
sufficiently immersed in Latin civil war literature to recognise the difference, if any, between 
stasis and bellum civile? Whatever we do with this, we cannot ignore that our ancient 
evidence at times almost elides the differences between the concepts of stasis and civil war 
and then virtually uses them as synonyms. We may of course always begin by considering 
how the Romans themselves defined and termed various conflicts. However, words and 
concepts are always difficult and often controversial, and may involve competing definitions, 
in ancient times as well as today. Flexibility is required in defining war and civil war, due in 
part to (modern) changes in the fighting of wars and even in the approach to warfare.11 These 
approaches may ultimately help us understand ancient texts in new and, perhaps, more 
compelling ways. 
 $V ZLWK ³FLYLO ZDU´ ZDUIDUH LV GLIILFXOW WR GHILQH /DQJH F HVS 0±27).12 
Simpson (2012) redefines the traditional paradigm of war (Clausewitz) as, firstly, those 
fought to establish military conditions for a political solution, and secondly, those that 
directly seek political, as opposed to military, outcomes, which lie beyond the scope of the 
traditional paradigm. Roman civil war relied to some extent, although never exclusively, on 
                                                          
10 Which it might not be, at least not anymore (see Newman 2014, esp. 4). 
11
 In both Latin and Greek literature the mutability and flexibility of words was seen as a symptom of, above 
all, stasis and civil war: hence Thucydides (3.70±85) but also Tacitus (Hist. 1.30.2; 1.37.4; 1.49.3 etc.). 
12
 Civil war is a subcategory of the broader phenomenon of war (cf. Melander 2016, 203). 
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conventional warfare. Furthermore, in some conflicts there was no clearly defined front line. 
As a result, much of the violence in civil wars was unrecorded, as the focus remained on 
pitched battles.13 However we approach this matter, much of the violence in the Late 
Republican civil war occurred beyond conventional battlefields.14  
 ,QGHHG PDQ\ RI 5RPH¶V FRQIOLFWV ZRXOG ILW PRGHUQ GHILQLWLRQV Rf asymmetrical 
warfare (see now Dart 2014; Howe & Brice 2015; Rawlings 2016). A good example is the 
Jewish insurgency against Rome as described by Josephus. In the Bellum Judaicum Josephus 
PHQWLRQVȜΥ?ıĲȡȚțΥὸȢʌȠȜȑȝȠȢDEDQGLW-like war, or guerrilla war (2.³«EXWDWWKHSHULRG
of which we are speaking, these men were making the whole of Judaea one scene of guerrilla 
ZDUIDUH´VHH5XVVHOO1±265; cf. Tac. Hist. 4.58 on insurgent tactics in war, that is, 
non-conventional warfare). This was an unconventional war, an insurgency, but Josephus 
nevertheless labels it a war. Similarly, Polybius in a very modern portrayal of insurgency 
WDONV RI DZDUZLWKRXW ZDUZLWK QR SLWFKHG EDWWOHV EXW ³VPDOO HYHQWV´ 2.4±5). Rome 
often possessed disproportionate military resources, organisation, reach, manpower, and 
levels of training. As a result opponents used a mixture of conventional and guerrilla fighting, 
including insurgency (an armed rebellion against a constituted authority, similar to guerrilla 
warfare; see Lange 2016c, 22±23), as for example in the Spanish engagements of Viriathus 
and Sertorius or the successive slave wars in Sicily and Italy.15 %RWKWKHFRQFHSWRI³ZDU´DQG
³FLYLOZDU´DUH IOH[LEOH LQSDUWLFXODUZKHQ UHODWHG WR W\SHVRIZDUIDUH ,PSRUWDntly, bellum 
does not necessarily mean conventional warfare between two opposing armies; neither in an 
ancient nor a modern context (see Lange 2017a). In several cases one party was besieged 
after retreating to a fortified place²such as an acropolis or the Piraeus (e.g. FGrHist 257 F 
1±3)²for a longer period of time, which would hardly have been possible without some sort 
of military infrastructure and actual fighting. In Sicily, there was continued fighting after 
Agathocles had taken over Syracuse (Diod. Sic. 19.1±10, with Agathocles using soldiers in 
the struggle), as there was in Cyrene (Diod. Sic. 18.19±21; esp. 18.21, partly using 
                                                          
13 See Osgood 2014, 16: fighting neighbours and opposing warring groups with small (private) armies was an 
integral part of the Late Republican period, while armed gangs were also roaming the countryside. Cf. Osgood 
2006 on the impact of civil war. 
14 Lange 2016b; for a more developed argument, see Lange 2016c. 
15
 For Sertorius, see esp. Plut. Sert. 12±13; Livy F 18 (book 91); see Sampson 2013, for further evidence. On 
the servile wars see Bradley 1998 and Lange 2016c, esp. 37. 
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mercenaries and foreign intervention; see Polybius below) and Termessus (Diod. Sic. 18.46±
47).  
 One might object that while bellum civile has an obvious military element stasis does 
not. But civil war carries many characteristics other than war in the traditional sense of the 
word, including the often extreme use of violence in non-battlefield contexts²16undeniably 
similar to the actions of many invading foreign armies on civilian populations. Of course, 
most polis conflicts were on a comparatively small scale, and Roman imperial history may be 
viewed as contests between leaders rather than citizens. However, to suggest that these are 
QRW FLYLOZDUV RU DW OHDVW QRW ³WUXH´ FLYLOZDUZRXOG OHDYH XVZLWK D UDWKHU WRR H[FOXVLYH
indeed virtually pointless, definition.  
 The scale of the civil wars may have changed during the Late Republic and the term 
bellum civile certainly belongs to the same period, but the phenomenon of civil war is much 
older. Parallel evidence on stasis and polemos provides some context for the question. In The 
Laws Plato speaks of (Leg. 1.628a±e, the Athenian):17 
 
«WKDW LQWHUQDOpolemos called stasis, which occurs from time to time and which 
everyone would wish never to come to pass in his city and, if it does, would wish 
to end as soon as possible (628b; trans. Price 2015; cf. 2001, 70).18 
 
 Terms similar to oikeios polemos are in principle an oxymoron (see Loraux 1987, with 
evidence; 1997), but more than anything this suggests that we need to be careful with 
foregone conclusions: as shown by the quote from Plato, polemos can be used to describe a 
stasis. ,QWHUQDOZDU ʌȩȜİȝȠȢ FDQ WKXV EH WHUPHG stasis ıĲȐıȚȢ²and polemos is not only 
about what is external.  
 Polybius provides a further example. He suggests (1.65±88) that the Carthaginian 
mercenary revolt (stasis = 1.66.10; 1.67.2; 1.67.5) during the First Punic War was an internal 
problem as well as an internal war (1.65.2; 1.71.8: emphylios polemos; see Dreyer 2015, 90). 
                                                          
16 Kalyvas 2006. On violence in Roman society in general, see Lintott 1982; 1999; Zimmermann 2013. 
17 See Gehrke 1985, 6±³,FKVSUHFKHDOVRYRQ µLQQHUHQ.ULHJHQ¶RGHU²als Synonym²µLQQHUHQ.lPSIHQ¶
µ%UJHUNULHJH¶Rl)HUQHUYHUZHQGHLFKDXFKGDV:RUWStasis LQGHLHVHP6LQQH«´(8); Loraux 1987; Loraux 
2001, 10, 24±26, 64±67, 104±108, defining stasis DV³«WKH*UHHNWHUPIRUZKDWLVVLPXOWDQHRXVO\SDUWLVDnship, 
faction, sedition, and²as we say in an expression with very Roman connotations²FLYLOZDU´3ULFH
67±72 on stasis and polemos. 
18
 Cf. Pl. Menex. 243e±244a on the stasis at Athens in 404 BCE³2XUZDUDWKRPH´Υὁ ȠΥ?țİΥ?ȠȢ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȜİȝȠȢ). 
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Polybius used the words tarache, stasis, as well as polemos to describe this conflict. These 
examples reveal the considerable flexibility of definitions in the ancient evidence as well as 
the continuing problems in conceptualising and approaching civil war both in antiquity and 
today (Dreyer 2015; cf. Rosenberger 1992). It might be claimed that in Polybius civil war has 
a wider usage, not limited to or even primarily relating to warfare between fellow citizens. A 
similar usage is found in Appian (B. CivZKRVSHDNVRIWKH6RFLDO:DUDV³JUHDWDQG
emphylios´+RZHYHU WKHZDUDJDLQVW WKHsocii is at the very least close to a civil war (See 
DOVR /DQJH F HVS  'DUW  &HUWDLQO\ WKH GLIIHUHQFH EHWZHHQ ³FLYLO´ DQG
³LQWHUQDO´ DV LQ IURP WKH VDPH SROLW\ RU IURP RWKHU UHODWLYHO\ FORVH SDUWLHV EHFDPH
increasingly difficult to determine during the Late Republic. 
 Even if we accept that a typical Greek stasis is smaller in scale than the civil war of 
WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF 7KXF\GLGHV¶ GHVFULSWLRQ RI FRQIOLFW LQ &RUF\UD 1±85; cf. 4.46±48) 
remains the most important ancient description of civil war as a concept. His discussion goes 
well beyond the battles themselves to issues such as the role of human behaviour, the impact, 
the nature of the violence and so forth. The Corcyra conflict was to some extent fought 
beyond the battlefield, but the opposing Athenian and Spartan fleets played an important part 
in the stasis at Corcyra, providing as it did²through foreign intervention²the context in 
which personal and political animosities ultimately resulted in the killing of fellow citizens 
(see Lange 2017a). Importantly, stasis was only possible due to war. The central feature of 
7KXF\GLGHV¶ GHVFULSWLRQ RI &RUF\UD LV WKH GLVLQWHJUDWLRQ RI WKH polis due to stasis.19 Such 
disintegration is also central to the Roman civil war of the Late Republic.20 
 In the end the oligarchs rebel (3.70.1) and attack the people, defeating them (3.72.2). 
Each side appeal to slaves to join them and 800 mercenaries are brought in by the oligarchs 
from the mainland. Fighting follows. The oligarchs are then defeated, but a Peloponnesian 
fleet arrives (3.76.1: stasis). A naval battle follows; the Corcyraeans lose, but the intruders 
later flee, as a larger Athenian fleet approaches. A massacre of the oligarchs and their faction 
follows (the Messenian hoplites and fleet of Eurymedon make this possible). This equals a 
foreign intervention, as well as a proxy war between oligarchic vs. democratic rule, Sparta vs. 
Athens. There is a struggle in the city and the factions reach outside for help. Whether we call 
                                                          
19
 Idea of disintegration from Wassermann 1954, 46: political and moral crisis. 
20
 2Q7KXF\GLGHV¶DFFRXQWDVDGHVFULSWLRQRIFLYLOZDUVHH3ULFH.DO\YDV.DJDQ
12±13; Hawthorn 2014, 96±2Q7KXF\GLGHV¶GHVFULSWLRQRIWKH3HORSRQQHVLDQ:DUDQGRealist Theory, see 
Levy and Thompson 2010, 28±29 (on civil war and Realist Theory, see Christia 2012). 
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this civil strife during wartime and civil war proper, they are inseparable. Whilst there was 
stasis earlier in Greek history (Thucydides 3.34, on Notium), it here becomes closely related 
to warfare.21 
 While there seems to be a difference in scale to Roman bellum civile, this is mainly a 
question of an historical development and the size of the polity²although that was not so 
different from the total war during the PeloSRQQHVLDQ:DU ³)DFWLRQDOLVP´²according to 
Thucydides a flaw in human nature²LVDFHQWUDOWKHPHRI7KXF\GLGHV¶&RUF\UDGHVFULSWLRQ22 
It is also an essential feature of civil war.23 It is not an integrated part of warfare per se, but 
always and logically an integrated part of stasis and bellum civile. Nevertheless, even in 
Thucydides things are not what they appear to be: the conditioning circumstance in 427 BCE 
was war, which again worsened the phenomenon of stasis.24 He did not call it bellum civile or 
polemos emphylios, but it was precisely that; or it was at least close to being the same, a 
clearly related phenomenon. More importantly, the historian famously opines at 3.82.2²and 
significantly, just after mentioning stasis²that: 
 
Υὁ įΥὲ ʌȩȜİȝȠȢΥ?ĳİȜΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȞİΥὐʌȠȡȓĮȞĲȠΥ? țĮșΥ? ΥἡȝȑȡĮȞȕȓĮȚȠȢįȚįȐıțĮȜȠȢțĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥ? ʌĮȡȩȞĲĮĲΥ?ȢΥὀȡȖΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞʌȠȜȜΥ?ȞΥὁȝȠȚȠΥ?, 
 
«ZDU ZKLFK WDNHV DZD\ WKH FRPIRUWDEOH UHYLVLRQV RI GDLO\ OLIH is a violent 
VFKRROPDVWHUDQG WHQGV WRDVVLPLODWHPHQ¶VFKDUDFWHU WR WKHLU FRQGLWLRQV´ >WUDQV
Hornblower 1997]. 
 
This is a description either of the stasis at Cocyra, or alternatively, a description of a 
phenomenon similar to stasis (why else mention it?). This suggests that Thucydides saw 
                                                          
21 Thucydides offered a detailed description of stasis, as this was only the first of many civil wars to follow 
(3.81.4±5; cf. 3.82.1: of the wars to follow; see Hornblower 1997, 479). This may suggest that 427 BCE 
constituted a change, perhaps because it became closely related to warfare. 
22
 Hornblower 1997, 478±479; he uses the word revolution for stasis (480±481). 
23
 Christia 2012; a reference to the domination of a faction had clear civil war connotations, and in late 
republican Rome a factio was associated with oligarchy (RG 1.1; Sall. Iug. 31.15; Caes. BC 1.22.5; BG 6.11.2 
etc.). 
24
 +RUQEORZHU    ³«WKH ILUVW VHULRXV ZDUWLPH LQVWDQFH RI ZKDW ZRXOG EHFRPH D JHQHUDO
SKHQRPHQRQ´ WKLV VXJJHVWV WKDWZKLOVW WKHUHZDV stasis earlier in Greek history, it now became more closely 
related to warfare. 
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stasis as something related to polemos. Thucydides emphasises that the stasis occurring when 
the Corcyraeans were at war²that is, caught up in the war between Athens and the 
Peloponnesians²made their own stasis worse and more violent (see esp. 3.82.1±2). Labels 
are notoriously difficult; but this is a description of civil war, using a fitting word, stasis. 
$FFRUGLQJ WR0DFOHRG  µZDU¶ DQG µIDFWLRQ¶ DUH FORVHO\ FRQQHFWHG DQG WKH JURZWK RI
stasis was a natural consequence of war; 3.82.2 emphasises that war foments stasis. 
Furthermore, in stasis, as in war, human nature is revealed. Consequently, even if we would 
conclude that they are not entirely the same, they are certainly similar. This is war, or, 
alternatively, stasis²which was only possible due to war. 
 Violence, factions, personal animosities, revenge and so forth are all features that 
traditionally occur in civil wars. Furthermore, there is the impossibility of neutrality (3.82.8; 
Arist. Ath. Pol. 8.5; Cic. Att. 10.1.2): people who maintained it were destroyed by either 
warring group²there is a personal element to this conflict, something common in civil 
wars.25 Thucydides thus emphasises that stasis has a dynamic of its own. Wickedness and 
personal animosities reflect human nature (3.82.1±3): according to Thucydides, stasis is a 
thing that will always happen, as long as human nature remains the same. Comparing 
Thucydidean stasis to the Roman civil wars of the Late Republic, a difference in the scale 
and bloodiness of the civil war may be discernible; but the two are in essence manifestations 
of the same phenomenon. Once more this shows the importance of approaching (civil) war in 
a more inclusive manner than just focusing on conventional armies and battles. And, 
significantly, these labels (war, stasis, and bellum civile) were as flexible and as slippery in 
ancient times as they are today.  
 Where does this leave us? There is no denying that a new name was used during the 
Late Republic²bellum civile²which might suggest a new kind of warfare, or perhaps more 
likely, that the Romans now regularly witnessed something similar to stasis, sometimes, but 
not exclusively, involving even larger opposing armies (than Greek warfare). Consequently 
and logically a Latin name was invented. But what about Dio? How does his writing fit this 
development? The mutability and flexibility known from Greek and Latin writers is also 
visible in Dio, but there is more to it: Dio wanted to explain the republican origins of internal 
                                                          
25
 Kalyvas 2006, claiming that there is a logic to violence. He challenges the conventional view of violence in 
civil wars as something irrational: it is generally not driven by the conflict itself, but by previous disputes and 
KRVWLOLWLHVDPRQJWKHSRSXODWLRQDQGSDUWLFLSDQWV³)RUthe many people who are not naturally bloodthirsty 
DQGDEKRUGLUHFWLQYROYHPHQWLQYLROHQFHFLYLOZDURIIHUVLUUHVLVWLEOHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRKDUPHYHU\GD\HQHPLHV´
cf. Martin 2014. 
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struggles and ultimately civil war, something that in the end brought about monarchy, the 
only possible solution in his view WR5RPH¶V SUREOHPV:KDWHYHUZHPDNHRI WKH BCE 
turning point, in Dio this was only part of the story; a story of violence, stasis and bellum 
civile'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHKDVWKH/DWH5HSXEOLFWDNHcentre stage, but this was in consequence of 
a Republic that did not function; this was the story of violence, stasis and bellum civile²all 
products of human nature²but at the same time also a necessity in order to bring about 
monarchy. 
  
Cassius Dio on violence and stasis (and civil war) 
 
There are too many examples of stasis and violence in the early books (1±25) for a detailed 
analysis of them all. It is crucial to say, with Libourel (1974), that there is a surprising 
amount of violence and strife in these books, certainly in comparison with parallel sources on 
early Rome.26 One might even go as far as to talk of an obsession with violence in Dio (cf. 
Bessel 2015). Libourel offers a compelling list of instances of violence in the early books 
(384±³«>'LRLV@DJRRGGHDOPRUHYLROHQWDQGPHORGUDPDWLFWKDQWKHRWKHUVXUYLYLQJ
DFFRXQWV´(384)). The most relevant stories include the following:  
 
(1) Tarquinius Collatinus was almost killed by the people after being deposed from the 
consulship (Zonar. 7.12; contrary to Livy 2.2; Plut. Publicola 7.6; see also D.H. AR 
5.11.1±12.3).  
(2) P. Valerius Publicola was allegedly aspiring to be king í'LRLVthe only version (F 
13.2) where Publicola is almost killed (contra Livy 2.7.5±12; D.H. AR 5.19; Plut. 
Publicola 10). 
(3) Debtors in 495 BCE ended up rioting in the Forum, attacking the Senate and as a 
result almost killing all the senators (F 17.1±3; Zonar. 7.14.1±2; the parallel evidence 
only presents indications of violence: Livy 2.23.9; cf. 23±24; D.H. AR 6.26; cf. 26±29).  
(4) The first secession of the plebs in 494 BCE was, it seems, accompanied by violence 
(F 17.9; contra Livy 2.32.4; D.H. AR 6.47.2; Plut. Coriolanus 6.1). 
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(5) Spurius Cassius was wrongly put to death by the people (F 19; contra D.H. AR 
8.69.3±4; 8.78.3, claiming he wanted to establish a monarchy in Rome; cf. Diod. Sic. 
11.37.7; see also Livy 2.41).  
(6) A secret campaign was conducted by the patricians to terrorise the plebs, including 
the burning to death of nine tribunes (F 22.1±2; Zonar. 7.17.7; Libourel 1974, 389±390, 
HPSKDVLVHVPREYLROHQFHFI9DO0D['LRG6LF)HVWXV/íWKLV
tradition is not found in the parallel evidence (Livy and Dionysius). 
(7) M. Manlius Capitolinus was captured during a revolt on the Capitoline in 384 BCE 
(F 26.2; Zonar. 7.24.10; cf. D.H. AR 15.353; contra Livy 6.18±20 (Manliana seditio; 
see Lintott 1970, 23 for more evidence); Plut. Camillus 36). 
 
Libourel emphasises that these stories were unfavourable to the Romans (1974, 387; 390±
7KLVPD\KRZHYHUEHWRRVLPSOLVWLFLIZHDFFHSWWKDW'LRZURWHLQWKH³UHDOLVW´WUDGLWLRQ
of Thucydides (see above).27 Libourel is right, however, in emphasising that Dio did not 
produce an idealised past (1974, 391; contra Kemezis, as above). He also suggests that these 
DUHQRW'LR¶VRZQLQYHQWLRQVEXWPXVWGHULYHIURPKLVHYLGHQFH1±393). But Dio was a 
figure in his own right, a historian who created a narrative that suited his overall political 
objectives and structural understanding (Lange & Madsen 2016). The violent details in Dio 
that contrast with other versions do not go back to a single source (contra Libourel). Rather, 
some of his points are more likely to be his own touches, reflecting his preconceptions: hence 
his stress on the rough handling of Collatinus and Publicola and the pillaging for food during 
the First Secession.  Others are stories he found in sources (not necessarily the same one) and 
chose to use where Livy and others passed them over: hence the burning of nine tribunes and 
CapiWROLQXV¶VHL]XUHRIWKH&DSLWRO. There is an abundance of violence in the early books of 
Dio. The question remains as to how stasis, violence, and civil war fit his narrative project. It 
LVWKXVWLPHWRORRNDW'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHLQJUHDWHUGHWDLO28  
                                                          
27
 Lintott 1999 (cf. Nippel 1995, on late republican violence) takes the view that Rome was inherently violent 
(cf. Lintott 1970, mainly on the struggle between the patres and plebs). Raaflaub 2005 hardly uses Dio at all. 
28
 Later in his narrative (52.2.6): men are selfish and resort to violence for self-aggrandisement; 77[76].5.1: 
men are incapable of enduring excessive honours (cf. Caesar 44.3±4; cf. 42.19); 52.18.1: ambition for sole 
power is not inconsistent with human nature; 36.31.4: those who hold positions tend to deviate from ancestral 
practices; 79[78].15.3: if in mortal danger, men destroy those who endanger them; etc. (see list in Reinhold 
1985, 30); 39.6.1: human nature can change. 
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 +HEHJLQVRQ IDPLOLDU WHUULWRU\5RPXOXV¶NLOOLQJRIKLV EURWKHU5HPXV7KH UHDVRQ
behind the killing is, according to Zonaras, the struggle for the sovereignty of the city (7.3), 
which in turn is related to human nature (F 5.12). This in many ways sums up Roman history 
until the time of Augustus, at least according to Dio. The fragmented Dio text also 
emphasisHVDVWDWHRIGLVFRUGUHODWHGWRIDFWLRQDOSROLWLFVıĲĮıȚȐıĮȞĲİȢ29 Factional politics 
of course is related to the question of dynasts and indeed stasis and bellum civile. 
 Dio continues with the story of the Sabine women.30 However, unlike Livy, Dio does 
not explicitly associate them with civil war. Fratricide is, however, a common trope for civil 
war even though actual brothers rarely kill one another (cf. Plato Laws 869c±d; Thuc. 3.81.5, 
sons killed by fathers; Sall. Cat. 43.2; Plut. Sull. 31). The story of the Sabine women is in 
many ways the Roman civil war par excellence, certainly in historiographical terms. Appian, 
in an unrelated story, sees a development from the centrality of family ties to factions (B. Civ. 
1.5.18, echoing Thuc. 3.82.6: family bonds became less significant than factional bonds; 
3ULFH   ,Q $SSLDQ¶V YLHZ IDPLO\ LV UHSODFHG E\ IDFWLRQV 'LR FRQWLQXHV E\
describing the early civil war of families killing each other (F 5.5±6, the speech of Hersilia; 
on Greek stasis and family ties, see Loraux 1997). This is of course an iconic scene,31 but it 
also sets the scene for the story Dio wants to tell, namely that Roman history was a history of 
civil strife and civil war²and thus of violence. Furthermore, there is an obvious military 
element to this story, with opposing armies. This is an early edition of a Roman bellum civile. 
This is polemos. This is a mythological version of Roman civil war. 
 The next story is similarly iconic and tells of the Albans and the Romans. Livy 
(1.23.1) relates the ever-great impact of civil war: haec nuntiant domum Albani. et bellum 
utrimque summa ope parabatur, civili simillimum bello, prope inter parentes natosque« 
³:LWKWKLVDQVZHUWKH$OEDQVUHWXUQHGWRWKHLUFLW\DQGERWKVLGHVSUHSDUHGIRU war with the 
greatest energy²very like a civil war, almost as if faWKHUVZHUH DUUD\HG DJDLQVW VRQV«´
This is again an almost mythical bellum civile.32 One might say, then, that this conflict was 
                                                          
29
 Cass. Dio F 5.3: ΥὅĲȚ ıĲĮıȚȐıĮȞĲİȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ Υ?ȑȝȠȢ țĮΥὶ Υ?ȦȝȪȜȠȢ ΥἔțįȘȜȠȞ ΥἐʌȠȓȘıĮȞ ΥὅĲȚ ĲȚȞΥὲȢ țĮΥὶ ʌȐȞȣ 
ΥἀıĳĮȜȑıĲİȡȠȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ țȚȞįȪȞȠȣȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ İΥὐĲȣȤȚΥ?Ȟ ıȣȞįȚĮĳȑȡȠȣıȚȞ ³5RPXOXVDQG5HPXVE\WKHLUPXWXDOVWULIHPDGH
LWSODLQWKDWVRPHJRWKURXJKGDQJHUVWRJHWKHUZLWKIDUOHVVULVNWKDQWKURXJKSURVSHULW\´ 
30
 See Beard 2015, 60±64; Dutton 2007, 124±129: in a military situation, the chance of being punished for rape 
is almost non-existent. 
31
 Cf. Livy Per. 79, brother killing brother during the civil war between Marius and Sulla. 
32




not a civil war given that Rome and Alba were independent cities, but it did in fact resemble 
a civil war greatly as the citizens of the opposing sides had the closest of ties, since Rome had 
been founded from Alba. But why did Livy choose to depict the story in this way? If it was 
not at all a civil war, why then use bellum civile³YHU\OLNH´RURWKHUZLVH"Dio adds (F 7.3; 
cf. Zonar. 7.6, suggesting fighting in battle between two armies): 
 





For these reasons they gave up that contention but disputed about the leadership. 
They saw that it was impossible, on the basis of equal sovereignty, for the two 
peoples to form an alliance that would be safe and free from strife, owing to the 
inherent disposition of men to quarrel with their equals and to their desire to rule 
others. 
 
This is almost a normative (Thucydidean) statement from Dio: it implies the inevitable 
inability to create a demokratia undisturbed by factions (ΥἀıĲĮıȓĮıĲȠȢ FI 7KXF $SS
Hisp. 72; Eus. Mynd. 26), here centred around the conflict between Tullus Hostilius and 
Mettius Fufetius, the two opposing leaders. Dio tells us that factions are always part of 
Republican political life; and that the only way to avoid them, in principle, is one-man rule²
that is monarchy with Augustus as the anticipated answer.33 Furthermore, according to Dio, 
factions, and thus civil war or potential civil war, are an integral part of Roman history. As in 
the excursus on magistracies and the triumph, Dio uses the early books (and the known 
                                                          
33 Cass. Dio ³)RUVXFFHVVHVKDYHDOZD\VEHHQJUHDWHUDQGPRUHIUHTXHQWLQWKHFDVHERWKRIFLWLHVDQGRI
individuals under kings than under popular rule, and disasters do not happen so frequently under monarchies as 
under mob-rule. Indeed, if ever there has been a prosperous democracy, it has in any case been at its best for 
only a brief period, so long, that is, as the people had neither the numbers nor the strength sufficient to cause 
insolence to spring up among them as the result of good fortune or jealousy DVWKHUHVXOWRIDPELWLRQ´ĲȐ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ 
ΥἀȝİȓȞȦ ʌȠȜΥ? ȝİȓȗȦ țĮΥὶ ʌȜİȓȦ țĮΥὶ ʌȩȜİıȚ țĮΥὶ Υ?įȚȫĲĮȚȢ Υἐț ȕĮıȚȜȑȦȞ Υἢ įȒȝȦȞ Υἀİȓ ʌȠĲİ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? 
įȣıȤİȡȑıĲİȡĮ ΥἐȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȚȢ Υἢ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ΥὀȤȜȠțȡĮĲȓĮȚȢ ıȣȝȕĮȓȞİȚ. İΥ? ȖȐȡ ʌȠȣ țĮΥὶ įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ ĲȚȢ ΥἤȞșȘıİȞ, ΥἀȜȜΥ? 
ΥἔȞ Ȗİ ȕȡĮȤİΥ? ȤȡȩȞΥ? ΥἤțȝĮıİȞ, ȝȑȤȡȚȢ ȠΥ? ȝȒĲİ ȝȑȖİșȠȢ ȝȒĲΥ? Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ΥἔıȤȠȞ Υ?ıĲİ Υἢ Υ?ȕȡİȚȢ ıĳȓıȚȞ Υἐȟ İΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȢ Υἢ 
ĳșȩȞȠȣȢ Υἐț ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ ΥἐȖȖİȞȑıșĮȚ). 
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stories) to portray the Romans in a specific way: inherently violent and with factional issues 
which are typical of Republican rule. This is also famously referred to in the speech of 
Maecenas (thus referencing both earlier and later events), in which Augustus is advised to 
neutralise the factional elements in the senatorial class by hand-picking them personally 
(Cass. Dio 52.19.3; Burden-Strevens 2016). Augustus should appoint magistrates and 
governors himself, because, as Maecenas argueV WKLV ZRXOG SUHYHQW ³WKH VDPH WKLQJV
KDSSHQLQJDOORYHUDJDLQ´ΥἵȞĮȝΥ? ĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĮΥ?șȚȢȖȑȞȘĲĮȚDQGJLYHDPELWLRXVFRPPDQGHUVQR
opportunity to march on Rome (52.20.3; 20.4). While this reflects the state of affairs in the 
Late Republic, it is also, I would claim, about a general Roman (and even human) problem. 
Hose points out (1994, 405) that the violent and often bloodthirsty account of the Struggle of 
WKH2UGHUVGRHVVHHPDWRGGVZLWKWKHFRPPHQWLQ0DHFHQDV¶VSHHFKWKDWWKHSUREOHPVRIWKH
Romans began in earnest with expansion and foreign empire (52.15.4±16.2). Be that as it 
may, but Dio also focuses on the early tendencies to strife, faction and civil war, as well as 
dynasteia. However, Dio does often appear to contradict himself and change his mind on 
specific matters during the process of writing, and this is not always down to his sources (see 
Lange 2016a, on a related issue).  
 Related to the question of dynasts, the fragmentary state of the early parts of Dio 
(until book 36) makes it almost impossible to judge the importance of individual dynasts in 
these books. As I have argued recently (Lange 2016a, 94±97), focusing on the example of 
Camillus, Dio will surely have gone intR VRPH GHWDLO DERXW &DPLOOXV¶ WULXPSK EHIRUH
proceeding to the excursus (Zonar. 7.21). He must have mentioned the novel white horses, 
DQGZH FDQ LQIHU IURP WKH ODWHU UHIHUHQFH LQ =RQDUDV  WKDW KHPHQWLRQHG&DPLOOXV¶
prayer that an evil should befall only him and not the state.34 In the surviving fragments, Dio 
(F 57.40) mentions that Scipio made the army his friend: ΥὅĲȚ Υὁ ȈțȚʌȓȦȞ țĮΥὶ ȝΥ? ΥἐȞȞȩȝȠȣ
ΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȢ ȜĮȕΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ Υἐȟ ΥὦȞ ΥἐȤİȚȡȠĲȠȞȒșȘ ĲΥὸ ıĲȡĮĲȩʌİįȠȞ ʌȡȠıĳȚȜΥὲȢ ΥἐʌȠȚȒıĮĲȠ țĮΥὶ 
ΥἤıțȘıİȞ ΥἐȟȘȡȖȘțȩĲĮȢ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞİțĲȒıĮĲȠ țĮĲİʌĲȘȤȩĲĮȢ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȟ ıȣȝĳȠȡΥ?Ȟ
³6FLSLRDOWKRXJKKHGLGQRWUHFHLYHWKHOHJDOWLWOHRIFRPPDQGHUDWWKHWLPHRIKLVHOHFWLRQ
nevertheless made the army his friend, drilled the men who had become sluggish through 
want of a commander, and brought them out of the terror with which their misfortunes had 
ILOOHGWKHP´35 If anything, this is only a clue.36 
                                                          
34
 For further discussion of these themes, see Coudry in this volume. 
35 Kemezis 2014, 106 sees a more idealised description than in the Late Republican narrative.  
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 There are however some trends detectable: according to Simons (2009, see 187±299 
for a discussion of individuals during the Middle ReSXEOLF LQ 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH 'LR
acknowledges the Republican past, certainly the pre-Late Republic, as relevant, as exempla, 
due to the personalities of the period, including Scipio Africanus.37 Personalities, Romans 
and well as enemies (such as Hannibal), appear to be introduced mainly at the point at which 
they become significant for Roman history (Simons 2009, 279; imitating Thucydides, see 
Rhodes 2015, 17). Whatever we make of these personalities, their portrayal was dependent 
not only on the sources Dio XVHGEXWDOVR,ZLOOFODLPRQ'LR¶VLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIWUHQGVWKDW
look forward to the Late Republic: his Roman History is not exclusively annalistic in nature, 
but may also have been formulated as a series of imperial biographies, beginning with the 
dynasts of the Republic.38  
 Returning to the chronology of the narrative, Dio turns to Tarquin the Proud, the 
tyrant, a man who almost abolishes the Senate. This is followed by a story of violent 
behaviour, with Romans killed in the Forum Romanum in front of their fellow citizens (F 
11.4±6; 7: a tyrant and a breaker of treaties; cf. Zonar. 7.10). Here we are closer to the better-
known descriptions of violence during the Late Republic. After that follows a section 
summing up the Tarquins and their violent ways (Zonar. 7.11).  
 This is followed by a description of crowds and their leaders (the mob), and the 
statement that changes, and especially changes in government, are dangerous (F 12.1±3; cf. F 
17.6). The fragment comes from the account of the first year of the Republic.39 It may be 
FRQVWLWXWLRQDO FRQVHUYDWLVP EXW SUREDEO\ UHIOHFWV 'LR¶V 7KXF\GLGHDQ WHQGHQFLHV &KDQJHV
from monarchy to Republic and from dynasts to monarchy, were in fact all too dangerous for 
the (Roman) state.40 This is all related to a basic SUHPLVHLQ'LR¶VHDUO\ERRNVKXPDQQDWXUH
                                                                                                                                                                                    
36
 F 57.42 mentions a mutiny of the soldiers of Scipio. In the end, the distribution of gifts²similar to the 
behaviours of dynasts during later periods²saved the day. The mutiny is called a stasis (similar to Polybius, as 
above). 
37
 He also focuses on the envy of his opponents (F 57.54: ĳșȩȞȠȢ; one fascinating aspect is the triumph-like 
celebrations of Scipio, after his triumph proper was refused (F 57.56; cf. Livy 28.38.1±5)) and on Scipio 
Aemilianus (F 70.4±9; Zonar. 9.26.1±27.7, Scipio is characterised by modesty and humility). 
38
 Lange & Madsen 2016, 2. 
39
 6HH5LFK LQ WKLVYROXPHSUREDEO\ WKLVFRPHV IURPWKHVSHHFKRI7DUTXLQ¶VHPEDVV\ UDWKHU WKDQEHLQJDQ
authorial statement as is usually supposed. 
40
 The transformative effect of violence upon the constitution seems to predate Appian (Polyb. 6.10.12±14). 
Violence is viewed as transformative in both Appian and Dio, on which see Bessel 2015, 107. 
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and tendencies towards strife; again emulating Thucydides, especially in relation to the 
description of the Corcyrean stasis. Human nature is also at the centre of the next entry (F 
17.7: ΥἀȞșȡȦʌİȓĮȢĳȪıİȦȢ³-XVWice is often worsted in an encounter with human nature and 
sometimes suffers total extinction, whereas expediency, by parting with a mere fragment of 
justice, preserves the greater portion of it intact. Thus the uncompromising attitude of the rich 
class toZDUGWKHSRRUZDVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUYHU\PDQ\LOOV WKDWEHIHOO WKH5RPDQV´7KLV LVD
very Thucydidean description of human nature. 
 The story continues as we move further into the crisis of the First Secession (F 17.14): 
³:KHQHYHUDODUJHQXPEHURIPHQEDQG together and seek their own advantage by violence, 
they have for the time being some equitable agreement and display boldness, but later they 
EHFRPHGLYLGHGDQGDUHSXQLVKHGRQYDULRXVSUHWH[WV´ ΥὅĲȚ ΥὅĲĮȞʌȠȜȜȠΥὶ țĮșΥ? ΥἓȞȖİȞȩȝİȞȠȚ
ʌȜİȠȞİțĲȒıȦıȚȕȚĮıȐȝİȞȠȚʌĮȡĮȤȡΥ?ȝĮȝΥὲȞΥὁȝȠȜȠȖȓΥ? ĲȚȞΥὶ ΥἐʌȚİȚțİΥ? șȡĮıȪȞȠȞĲĮȚįȚĮȜȣșȑȞĲİȢ
įΥὲ ΥἄȜȜȠȢ țĮĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜȘȞ ʌȡȩĳĮıȚȞ įȚțĮȚȠΥ?ȞĲĮȚ´ 7KLV RQFH DJDLQ VHHPV D UDWKHUF\QLFDO
portrayal of human nature by Dio (another example is Cass. Dio 36.20.1±2, echoing Thuc. 
3.82.2; see Pelling 2010, 106±107), befitting of his ideas of Roman history, in this case again 
from the story of the Struggle of the Orders.41 Zonaras adds that there was a relationship 
between foreign wars and internal problems, in this case the question of public land (7.17). 
War abroad meant less trouble at home. In an extreme case, this means internal and external 
wars are intertwined. In 473 BCE, the Fabii are defeated and the Romans lose to the 
Etruscans. As a result the foreign war turns into stasis (Zonar. 7.17).  
 In Zonaras 7.18 the word polemos LVXVHG³7KH5RPDQVKRZHYHUQRZKDGDZDU
ʌȩȜİȝȠȢRQWKHLUKDQGVDWKRPHLQZKLFKWKHDGYHUVDULHVZHUHVODYHVDQGVRPHH[LOHV«´
Two questions arise: is this a civil war, and furthermore, if so, does the word polemos derive 
from Dio?42 The rebels are finally defeated, but with the Romans losing many men (a 
discussion often related to claims for a triumph). This may relate to Appius Herdonius in 460 
BCE and the fragment is thus out of place.43 Livy (3.15±19) and Dionysius of Halicarnassus 
(10.14±16) relate the story of Appius Herdonius, a Sabine who tried to orchestrate a putsch 
during the Struggle of the Orders (FRHist. 3.76, F 25 (TJC)). For this purpose, he was helped 
by exiles (Livy 3.15.9: wrongfully expelled). They are hostes/enemies (3.16.2) and slaves 
                                                          
41
 According to Kemezis 2014, 106, this is a rather generic account, based on real class struggles. This seems to 
underestimate somewhat the implications of the struggle. 
42
 On =RQDUDV¶DEULGJHPHQWSUDFWLFHV see Mallan 2013; 2014; Simons 2009, 29±32. 
43
 Cary 1914, 167 (Loeb Classical Library Vol. 1). 
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seeking freedom. The story thus relates to an internal struggle at Rome, fought by slaves and 
exiles (led by a Sabine: Livy 1.10 above) and also to a civil war). It is thus similar to the 
mercenary war mentioned by Polybius, in which a slave war is an internal war. Whatever the 
answer, this relates to the issue of flexibility in the definitions of warfare and civil war in 
ancient times. In modern terms, this constitutes foreign intervention in a civil war, with the 
use of exiles to gain the upper hand. If this is accepted, polemos is used to describe bellum 
civile in 460 BCE. Dionysius of Halicarnassus (10.14.3) even emphasises that Herdonius used 
the civil dissension between patricians and plebs in order to start the uprising, which could 
constitute foreign intervention.44 
 7KH WHUP µFLYLOZDU¶ RUpolemos emphylios) is thus absent from the extant parts of 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWof the Struggle of the Orders²although much has of course been lost²except 
LQ KLV UHIHUHQFH WR +HUGRQLXV¶ coup (if oikeios polemos in Zonar. 7.18, as mentioned, 
accurately reflects Dio): this may of course describe an assault from outside by a force of 
slaves and exiles, which was different from the internal disorders. This would then be the 
reason for calling it a polemos. However, foreign war or not²possibly a semantic 
confusion²this was still a civil war, or an oikeios polemos (foreign intervention is often part 
RIFLYLOZDUFI7KXF\GLGHV¶GHVFULSWLRQRI&RUF\UD 
 Zonaras (7.19), referring to 445 BCE, again talks of discord and acts of violence 
(carrying on from 460 BCE). Factional problems are once more at the centre of controversy 
during the Struggle of the Orders (F 29.4). Such problems and the concomitant violence serve 
as a precursor to the faction-driven period of the Late Republic when they are used by 
dynasts. The order of the state was undermined and as a result, the great foreign wars of 
Rome are contrasted to periods of civil strife. Factional quarrels may have occurred in these 
wars, but nothing comparable to stasis (i.e., the Struggle of the Orders): ΥἀİΥὶ ȖȐȡĲȚĲȠΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ
ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȢțȩıȝȠȣıĲĮıȚȐȗȠȞĲİȢʌĮȡȑȜȣȠȞΥ?ıșΥ? Υ?ʌΥὲȡΥὧȞĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜȑȝȠȣȢʌȡΥὶȞĲȠΥ?ȢȝİȖȓıĲȠȣȢ
ΥἀȞΥ?ȡȠΥ?ȞĲȠ ĲĮΥ?ĲΥ? ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȤȡȩȞΥ? ıȪȝʌĮȞĲĮ ΥὡȢ İΥ?ʌİΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐț ΥἀıĲĮıȚȐıĲȦȢ ȝȑȞ ȠΥὐ ȝȑȞĲȠȚ țĮΥὶ 
ȤĮȜİʌΥ?Ȣ țĮĲĮțĲȒıĮıșĮȚ ³)RU E\ WKHLU GLVSXWHV WKH\ ZHUH FRQVWDQWO\ XQGHUPLQLQJ LQ RQH
way or another the good order of the state; as a rule, nearly all these objects for which they 
were formerly accustomed to wage the greatest wars, they gained in time²not without 
IDFWLRQDOTXDUUHOVWREHVXUHEXWVWLOOZLWKVPDOOGLIILFXOW\´ıĲĮıȚȐȗȦ JHQHUDOO\WREHLQD
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state of discord; ΥἀıĲĮıȓĮıĲȠȢıĲĮıȚȐȗȦ QRWGLVWXUEHGE\IDFWLRQ7KLV LVDGHVFULSWLRQRI
what, according to Dio, is an inherent problem in Roman history. 
 Zonaras (7.26; see Rich in this volume) then presents us with a splendid description of 
what is in principle a definition of civil war: the Romans and the Latins are at war, fighting 
one another, looking alike, were equipped alike, and even spoke alike. This was a problem 
when fighting each other. Who is who is always an issue in civil war, even if this description 
is not related to an actual civil war. This carries on (8.2) with reference to a sedition (related 
to annulment of debts). 
 'LR¶V GHVFULption of foreign war is essential for understanding civil strife and civil 
war (cf. Zonaras 7.19, on foreign wars). He emphasises the unity during the Second Punic 
War (F 52.1: ΥὁȝȠȞȠȓΥ? = concordia):  
 
ΥὅĲȚȠΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣΥἤțȝĮȗȠȞțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ ΥὁȝȠȞȠȓΥ? ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ
ΥἐȤȡΥ?ȞĲȠ Υ?ıșΥ? Υἅʌİȡ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ Υἐț ȝΥὲȞ ΥἀțȡȐĲȠȣ İΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȢ ΥἐȢ șȐȡıȠȢ Υἐț įΥὲ 
Υ?ıȤȣȡȠΥ? įȑȠȣȢ ΥἐȢ ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȞĳȑȡİȚ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢĲȩĲİįȚĮȜȜĮȖΥ?ȞĮȚ ΥὅıΥ? ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἐʌΥὶ 
ʌȜİΥ?ȠȞ İΥὐĲȪȤȘıĮȞ ΥἐʌΥὶ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ΥἐıȦĳȡȩȞȘıĮȞ ĲΥὸ ȝΥὲȞ șȡȐıȠȢ ȠΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞįȡİΥ?ȠȞ
ȝİĲȑȤİȚ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĲȚʌȐȜȠȣȢ ΥἐȞįİȚțȞȪȝİȞȠȚ ĲΥὸ įΥὲ ΥἐʌȚİȚțȑȢ ȠΥ? țȠȚȞȦȞİΥ? Υἡ 
İΥὐĲĮȟȓĮțĮĲΥ? ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢʌĮȡİȤȩȝİȞȠȚ 
 
The Romans were at the height of their military power and enjoyed absolute 
harmony among themselves. Thus, unlike most people, who are led by unalloyed 
good fortune to audacity, but by strong fear to forbearance, they at this time had a 
very different experience in these matters. For the greater their successes, the 
more were they sobered; against their enemies they displayed that daring which is 
a part of bravery, but toward one another they showed the forbearance which goes 
hand in hand with good order. 
 
This means stasis and civil war was not a linear process in Roman history, at least according 
to Dio. It explains why there is very little stasis LQ 'LR¶V Eooks relating to foreign wars 
(indeed, the patricians using foreign wars to suppress ıĲȐıȚȢ GXULQJ WKH 6WUXJJOH RI WKH
Orders supports this assertion). And it certainly is at odds with the early narrative in general. 
Then there was restraint and tolerance between citizens, in contrast to times of civil war. 
Again, returning to the above, Dio (F 55.3) emphasises that peace destroys what war has 
secured (cf. Zonar. 8.22: peace equates to slavery). This also leads to internal struggles, stasis 
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and full-blown civil war. Dio is, however, it must be remembered, an opponent of continuous 
Roman expansion (52.15.4±16.2). Finally, there is the story of the Gracchi at the beginning of 
the Late Republican period (F 83.1: Tiberius):  
 
ΥὅĲȚ Υὁ īȡȐțȤȠȢ Υὁ ȉȚȕȑȡȚȠȢ ΥἐĲȐȡĮȟİ ĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ țĮȓʌİȡ țĮΥὶ ȖȑȞȠȣȢ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? 
ʌȡΥ?ĲĮʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸȞʌȐʌʌȠȞĲΥὸȞΥμĳȡȚțĮȞΥὸȞΥἀȞȒțȦȞțĮΥὶ ĳȪıİȚΥἀȟȓΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ
ĲȐĲİĲΥ?ȢʌĮȚįİȓĮȢ ΥἔȡȖĮ ΥἐȞĲȠΥ?ȢȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ΥἀıțȒıĮȢțĮΥὶ ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮȝȑȖĮ ΥἔȤȦȞ ΥὅıΥ? 
ȖΥ?ȡ ʌȜİȓȦ țĮΥὶ Υ?ıȤȣȡȩĲİȡĮ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἐțȑțĲȘĲȠ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ΥἔȢ Ĳİ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȞ ΥἀʌΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ
ʌȡȠȒȤșȘțĮΥὶ ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ΥἅʌĮȟΥἔȟȦĲȠΥ? ȕİȜĲȓıĲȠȣʌĮȡİĲȡȐʌȘțĮΥὶ« 
 
Tiberius Gracchus caused an upheaval of the Roman state notwithstanding the fact 
that he belonged to one of the foremost families through his grandfather, 
Africanus, that he possessed a natural endowment worthy of the latter, had 
received a most thorough course of education, and had a proud spirit. For in direct 
proportion to the number and magnitude of the advantages he possessed was the 
allurement they offered him to follow his ambition; and when once he had turned 
aside from what was best, he drifted, quite in spite of himself, into what was 
worst. 
 
5RPH LV LQ D VWDWHRIGLVRUGHURU DQDUFK\ ĲĮȡȐııȦ7KLVZDVGXH WR*UDFFKXV¶ DPELWLRQ
(clearly related to the idea of dynasts; cf. 85.1 on his brother). Dio continues (4±6):  
 
ΥyĲȚ ȂΥ?ȡțȠȢ ΥὈ țĲΥάȠȣȚȠȢ ĲΥ? īȡΥάțȤΥ? įȚΥ? ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțΥ?ĮȞ ıȣȖȖİȞȚțΥ?Ȟ ΥἑțΥ?Ȟ
ΥἀȞĲȘȖȦȞΥ?ȗİĲȠ țĮΥὶ Υἐț ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ȝΥέĲȡȚȠȞ ΥἐʌȡΥάĲĲİĲȠ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ΥἀȞĲȚĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ
ʌİȡȚȖİȞΥέıșĮȚȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞΥἀȜȜΥ?ȜȦȞΥἢ ĲΥὸ țȠȚȞΥὸȞΥ?ĳİȜΥ?ıĮȚʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞțĮΥὶ ȕΥ?ĮȚĮΥ?ıʌİȡ
ΥἐȞ įȣȞĮıĲİΥ?Υ? ĲȚȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȠΥὐ įȘȝȠțȡĮĲΥ?Υ?, ΥἔʌȡĮȟĮȞ ʌȠȜȜΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἄĲȠʌĮ Υ?ıʌİȡ ΥἐȞ
ʌȠȜΥέȝΥ? ĲȚȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ?ȠΥὐțİΥ?ȡΥ?ȞΥ?, ἔʌĮșȠȞĲȠΥ?ĲȠȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡİΥἷȢʌȡΥὸȢΥἕȞĮĲȠΥ?ĲȠįΥὲ ʌȠȜȜȠΥὶ 
țĮĲΥ? ıȣıĲΥάıİȚȢ ȜȠȚįȠȡΥ?ĮȢ Ĳİ ΥἐʌĮȤșİΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ȝ άȤĮȢ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅĲȚ țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȘȞ ʌΥ?ȜȚȞ
ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲΥ? ȕȠȣȜİȣĲȘȡΥ?Υ? ĲΥ? Ĳİ ΥἐțțȜȘıΥ?Υ? ΥἐʌȠȚȠΥ?ȞĲȠĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ʌȡȠĳΥάıİȚĲΥ? 
ĲȠΥ? ȞΥ?ȝȠȣȤȡΥ?ȝİȞȠȚ ĲΥ? įΥὲ ΥἔȡȖΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜĮʌΥάȞĲĮįȚĮıʌİȣįΥ?ȝİȞȠȚ Υ?ıĲİ ΥἐȞ
ȝȘįİȞΥὶ ΥἀȜȜΥ?ȜȦȞ ΥἐȜĮĲĲȠΥ?ıșĮȚțΥἀțĲȠΥ?ĲȠȣȠΥὔĲΥ? ΥἄȜȜȠĲȚĲΥ?ȞİΥ?șȚıȝΥέȞȦȞ ΥἐȞțΥ?ıȝΥ? 
ıȣȞΥέȕĮȚȞİȞ ȠΥὔșΥ? ĮΥ? ΥἀȡȤĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȞİȞȠȝȚıȝΥέȞĮ ΥἔʌȡĮııȠȞ ĲΥ? įΥὲ įȚțĮıĲΥ?ȡȚĮ ΥἐʌΥέʌĮȣĲȠ
țĮΥὶ ıȣȝȕΥ?ȜĮȚȠȞȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ΥἐȖΥ?ȖȞİĲȠ ΥἄȜȜȘĲİĲĮȡĮȤΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἀțȡȚıΥ?Į3ʌĮȞĲĮȤȠΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἦȞǜ




Marcus Octavius, because of a family feud with Gracchus, willingly became his 
opponent. Thereafter there was no semblance of moderation; but zealously vying, 
as they did, each to prevail over the other rather than to benefit the state, they 
committed many acts of violence more appropriate in a despotism than in a 
democracy, and suffered many unusual calamities appropriate to war rather than 
to peace. For in addition to their individual conflicts there were many who banded 
together and indulged in bitter abuse and conflicts, not only throughout the city 
generally, but even in the very senate-house and the popular assembly. They made 
the proposed law their pretext, but were in reality putting forth every effort in all 
directions not to be surpassed by each. The result was that none of the usual 
business was carried on in an orderly way: the magistrates could not perform their 
accustomed duties, courts came to a stop, no contract was entered into, and other 
sorts of confusion and disorder were rife everywhere. The place bore the name of 
city, but was no whit different from a camp. 
 
We are (again) closing in on outright war between citizens, and violence flourishes in a 
manner more suitable to dynasteiai įȣȞĮıĲİȓĮ   ROLJDUFK\ RU EHWWHU dynasteiai) than 
GHPRFUDF\įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ7KLVPD\QRWEHIXOO-blown bellum civile as yet (Thuc. 3.82.8, on 
greed and ambition), but all of this parallels our modern as well as ancient knowledge of civil 
war: (1) the importance of family ties, and so too personal animosities; (2) a lack of 
moderation; (3) the centrality of violence; (4) warlike conditions; (5) individual conflict and 
factions (dynasts); (6) and the resultant state of discord in which the state no longer functions 
and the magistrates can no longer perform their duties (cf. Cass. Dio F 85.3: here the little 
brother is hated even by his own followers and undone by his own methods). Again, these 





Dio has unsurprisingly revealed himself as a cynical observer of human affairs, with 
Thucydides as his model. But he is also an historian with a singular vision: he explains that 
while democracy may appear good and monarchy bad, monarchy, when not tyrannical, 
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ZRUNVZKLOHGHPRFUDF\GRHVQRW7KLV LV H[HPSOLILHGZLWK WKH VWRU\RI&DHVDU¶V DVVDVVLQV
who had forgotten this basic political fact (44.2.1±5):  
 
ʌȩȜȚȞįΥὲ ĮΥὐĲȒȞ Ĳİ ĲȘȜȚțĮȪĲȘȞȠΥ?ıĮȞțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ĲİțĮȜȜȓıĲȠȣ ĲȠΥ? ĲİʌȜİȓıĲȠȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ
ΥἐȝĳĮȞȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ?țȠȣȝȑȞȘȢ ΥἄȡȤȠȣıĮȞ țĮΥὶ ʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ΥἤșȘ țĮΥὶ įȚȐĳȠȡĮ
țİțĲȘȝȑȞȘȞʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢįΥὲ țĮΥὶ ȝİȖȐȜȠȣȢʌȜȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἔȤȠȣıĮȞĲĮΥ?ȢĲİʌȡȐȟİıȚțĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ
ĲȪȤĮȚȢʌĮȞĲȠįĮʌĮΥ?ȢțĮΥὶ Υ?įȓΥ? țĮΥὶ įȘȝȠıȓΥ? ȤȡȦȝȑȞȘȞΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞȝΥὲȞΥἐȞįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓΥ? 
ıȦĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚΥἀįȣȞĮĲȫĲİȡȠȞįΥὲ ȝΥ? ıȦĳȡȠȞȠΥ?ıĮȞΥὁȝȠȞȠΥ?ıĮȚ 
 
But for a city, not only so large in itself, but also ruling the finest and the greatest 
part of the known world, holding sway over men of many and diverse natures, 
possessing many men of great wealth, occupied with every imaginable pursuit, 
enjoying every imaginable fortune, both individually and collectively, ² for such 
a city, I say, to practise moderation under a democracy is impossible, and still 
more is it impossible for the people, unless moderation prevails, to be 
harmonious. 
 
Here we have the story of the failure of the Republic, not just the Late Republic. Violent and 
selfish behaviour is typical for a democracy (reflecting Thuc. 3.82 on political factions). We 
may ask how different the civil strife and civil war of the Late Republic was to the staseis of 
early Rome. It appears that the difference is only one of scale, if at all, and that these features 
were the product of a long development that originated with the kings²who, unlike 
$XJXVWXVZHUHW\UDQWV/RRNLQJDW'LR¶VRoman History as a universal history, it becomes 
apparent that Dio wants to understand Roman history, to explain how the Late Republic came 
to be, and as a result how the Augustan principate saved the Roman world from internal 
struggle, at least for a while. An inclusive definition and approach to stasis and civil war is 
required to appreciate the way in which Dio unfolds the story in his narrative. Dynasteia and 
bellum civile may primarily be factors related to the outgoing Republic, but only as an 
expression of inherent problems within the system, mainly connected to democracy. The Late 
Republic should never be looked at in isolation, and certainly never was by Dio. Violence, 
factional issues, civil strife and full-blown civil war were an integral feature of Roman 
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Much recent VFKRODUVKLS KDV DVVHUWHG WKDW 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI HDUO\ 5RPH IXQFWLRQV DV DQ
idealised contrast to the Late Republic.1 This alleged moral decline from Early to Late 
Republic is almost canonical in Roman literature and the two main sources for the earlier 
Republic, Dionysius and Livy, also idealise this period. Furthermore, the abovementioned 
works and most other scholarship on Dio in the last few decades often echo older criticisms 
in not affording Dio an interpretative framework, and in criticising him for a lack of 
understanding of the Republic and for excessive influence from his own time.2 Although 
some challenges to this critical perspective have been mounted lately, it is still widespread 
and the Early and Mid-Republic are almost completely ignored in this newer research, except 
as the subject of traditional Quellenforschung.3 Furthermore, I have shown elsewhere that 
Dio in fact incorporates a sophisticated interpretation of the Late Republic centred on 
political competition but the role of this competition in the earlier Republic has so far eluded 
attention.4 
 I will show that Dio retains the canonical idea of the Late Republic as distinctly 
negative and degenerative while still managing to break with the traditional idealisation of 
the earlier Republic seen in Dionysius and Livy, hereby creating a two-layered portrait of the 
Republic. Competition is present and important from the beginning of the Republic and it is 
H[DFWO\ LQ WKLV UHVSHFW WKDW'LR LVGLVWLQFWLYH&RPSHWLWLRQ LVPDLQO\ LQWHUQDO LQ'LR¶V(DUly 
Republic and then switches to the external sphere during the Mid-Republic before 
degenerating in the Late Republic. This continuity also underlines that the problems of the 
Late Republic involving Caesar and Pompey were not an abnormality but rather the 
                                                          
1
 Fechner 1986, 141±143; Schettino 2006, 66±68; Simons 2009, 304±305; Rees 2011, 40±54; Kemezis 2014, 
24, 102±106; Burden-Strevens 2016, 176±177. See, however, Hose 1994, 404±405 and Sion-Jenkis 2000, 90±91 
who briefly counters this view.  
2
 Millar 1964, 46; Gowing 1992, 292±293; Lintott 1997, 2514±2517; Schettino 2006, 70±72; Kemezis 2014, 93 
among others. 
3
 Rees 2011; Burden-Strevens 2015; Lange and Madsen 2016; Fromentin 2016. 
4
 Lindholmer 2016; Lindholmer forthcoming 2018.  
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culmination of an institutional problem which had been consciously presented by Dio as 
inherent from the very inception of the Republic. This emphasis and continuity of factors thus 
evinces a sophisticated and coherent reading of the development of the Republic that stands 
in stark contrast to the criticisms of many modern scholars.5  
 StULNLQJO\'LR¶V UHMHFWLRQ RI DQ idealised vision of early Rome²and his argument 
that competition is germane to the Republic, proceeds to degenerate with catastrophic 
consequences²has in fact numerous parallels with modern interpretations of Republican 
KLVWRU\ /LNHZLVH 'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI DQ (DUO\ 5HSXEOLF EHVHW E\ LQWHUQDO VWULIH LQ WKH
absence of an empire and a Middle Republic where competition moves to the external sphere 
after the Struggle of the Orders and imperial expansion is well-known from modern 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIWKHVHSHULRGV'LR¶VKLVWRULFDOLQWHUSUHWDWLRQLVWKXVWRRXUPRGHUQH\HVQRW
UHYROXWLRQDU\ +RZHYHU LQ KLVWRULRJUDSKLFDO WHUPV 'LR¶V interpretation is a radical shift, 
breaking away significantly from the previous source tradition. In short, Dio rejects the 
common idealisation and focuses on political competition as a problem inherent to the 
Republic from its inception. Since this interpretation, which focuses on the degenerative 
effects of competition, so closely resembles modern approaches to this period, sceptical 
critiques of Dio as a poor historian appear problematic.6 Essentially, political competition is 
central to modern interpretations and Dio is actually our best source for this interpretation; he 
gives a far better insight into the problem of competition than any of the parallel sources.  
 
Competition in Dio 
 
Before the analysis of the earlier Republic, however, it is important WR VHW RXW 'LR¶V
conception of competition which will form the basis for my own examination of this problem 
in his narrative.7 6LQFH'LR¶VKLVWRU\LVHVVHQWLDOO\SROLWLFDOO\IRFXVHGWKHFRPSHWLWLRQKHUHLQ
also becomes political in nature: individuals struggle for different types of political resources 
such as prestige, offices, military victories, commands, alliances, money and other elements 
WKDWFDQEHXVHGWRIXUWKHUWKHSROLWLFDOJRDOVRIRQH¶VSROLWLFDOJURXSIDPLO\, or oneself. This 
political competition can often be identified by its egoistic aspect as the good of the state is 
frequently disregarded and the political advancement of the individual or his group is 
                                                          
5
 Millar 1964, 46; Lintott 1997, 2514±2517; Simons 2009, 301±302; Kemezis 2014, 93. 
6
 See e.g. Lintott 1997. 
7
 See Lindholmer 2016, 13±18. 
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prioritised instead. This egoism is regularly highlighted through linguistic markers of which 
the most prominent are ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮDQGĳșȩȞȠȢ,WVKRXOGEHQRWHGWKDWĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮLVW\SLFDORI
classical Greek philosophy where it in fact also had a positive meaning,8 and occasionally 
competition in Dio does indeed manifest itself positively.9 
 'LR¶VKLVWRU\DQGWKHUHIRUHWKHFRPSHWLWLRQWKHUHLQLVHVVHQWLDOO\VSOLWLQWRDQLQWHUQal 
and an external sphere in line with the practice of (some) Roman annalists:10 internally, 
competition revolves around the political world of elections, laws and decrees, and is 
organised around Rome. Externally, on the other hand, competition is fundamentally focused 
on wars and the attainment of prestige, alliances, and monetary resources through military 
victories. It is important at this point to note that Dio himself never includes an explicit 
definition of competition and one should therefore be careful not to construct an overly rigid 
or categorical definition. I have therefore chosen to operate with a broad definition where acts 
based on political ambition and attempts to attain political goals, both internally in Rome and 
externally among the generals, as well as efforts to hinder the attainment of these by others, 
are seen as competition. More specifically, competition most often, but not always, manifests 
itself in the pursuit of offices and foreign commands.  
 However, this definition is not merely conjured up for argumentative convenience but 
is instead rooted in the Republican institutional composition itself. Firstly, the Republican 
governmental form with a limited number of offices naturally meant that a large number of 
politicians strove for the same goals and any act by an individual to obtain these therefore 
affected numerous other actors who would oppose and compete with this individual and each 
other.11 Secondly, Dio in fact describes political competition as a zero-sum game where all 
DWWHPSWVWRIXUWKHURQH¶VRZQLQWHUHVWLPSLQJHXSRQRWKHUSROLWLFDOactors. This is clear from 
the following quote where Dio uses Pompey to set out his own view of human naWXUH³)RU
he [Pompey] held that there were two things which GHVWUR\ SHRSOH¶V IULHQGVKLS IHDU DQG
                                                          
8
 LSJ s.v. ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ. 
9
 This, however, is rare in Dio. For an example from early Rome, see the story below of Decius and Torquatus 
(Zonar. 7.26.1). For other examples, see the speech of Agrippa 52.6.2, and that of Catulus 36.36.2. It should be 
noted that their positive conception of ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ is fundamentally at odds with the actual narrative of the Late 
Republic.  
10
 2Q'LR¶V FRPSOH[ XVH RI WKH DQQDOLVWLc tradition, see Lindholmer 2016, 38±60; Lindholmer forthcoming 
2018. 
11
 See e.g. Steel 2013, 49±53 as well as Lintott 1968. It is also commonly accepted that competition intensified 
after the reforms of Sulla which exactly limited the number of offices: See e.g. Steel 2013, 108f.  
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envy, and that these can be prevented by nothing except an equality in fame and strength. For 
as long as persons possess these last in equal shares, their friendship is firm, but when one or 
the other excels at all, then the inferior party becomes jealous and hates the superior, while 
WKH VWURQJHU GHVSLVHV DQG LQVXOWV WKHZHDNHU DQG WKXV >«@ WKH\ FRPH WR VWULIH DQGZDU LQ
SODFH RI WKHLU IRUPHU IULHQGVKLS´12 Competition is here presented as a complex relative 
system where the successes of all actors are connected. Roman politics is thus described as a 
zero-sum game: in that respect, all attempts to secure political advancement or hinder others 
can be defined broadly as political competition. 
 ,QPRGHUQVFKRODUVKLS'LR¶V(DUO\DQG0LGGOHRepublic are almost exclusively seen 
as an idealised contrast to the Late Republic, which would be a clear continuation of the 
idealised presentation of other sources.13 However, the idea that competition proliferated 
HYHQ LQ WKHVH SHULRGV LV QRW VXUSULVLQJ JLYHQ'LR¶V YLHZ RI KXPDQ QDWXUH DV H[SUHVVHG LQ
relation to Romulus and Remus³VRQRGRXEWLWLVRUGHUHGE\1DWXUHWKDWZKDWHYHULVKXPDQ
shall not submit to be ruled by that which is like it and familiar to it, partly through jealousy, 
SDUWO\WKURXJKFRQWHPSWRILW´14 This is of course not really a comment on the problem of co-
regency, which plays a relatively limiWHGUROHLQ'LR¶VZRUNEXWUDWKHU on human nature and 
RQ WKH 5HSXEOLF VLQFH WKLV JRYHUQPHQWDO IRUP LQ 'LR¶V H\HV ZDV IXQGDPHQWDOO\ EDVHG RQ
equality, especially equality of opportunity (Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮ DQG HTXDOLW\ EHIRUH WKH ODZ
(Υ?ıȠȞȠȝΥ?Į15 $FFRUGLQJ WR'LR¶V assertion above, it is no surprise that competition would 
particularly proliferate in all periods of the zero-sum, equality-based Republic. Any attempt 
WR LQFUHDVH RQH¶V LQIOXHQFH ZRXOG GLPLQLVK WKDW RI RWKHUV ZKLFK ZRXOG LQ WXUQ HQJHQGHU
jealousy and more competition. This notion that equality breeds competition is yet again 
clearly seen when the Roman king Tullius fights the Alban Mettius after he realises that an 
alliance is impossible, ³RZLQJWRWKHLQKHUHQWGLVSRVLWLRQRIPHQWRTXDUUHOZLWKWKHLUHTXDOV
(Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȝĳȪĲȠȣ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢ ʌȡȩȢ Ĳİ ĲΥὸ ΥὅȝȠȚȠȞ ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮȢ DQG WR GHVLUH WR UXOH
RWKHUV´16 These examples are of course from the regal period but Dio emphasises that the 
lessons to be learned about the problems of power-sharing are universal through his focus on 
                                                          
12
 Cass. Dio 39.26.1±2. 
13
 See n. 1 above.   
14
 Cass. Dio F 5.12. 
15
 On this area, see Fechner 1986, 37±39. 
16
 Cass. Dio F 7.3. 
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human nature. These problems would logically flourish in the Roman Republic since this 
system was fundamentally based on power sharing through the offices and their collegiality. 
 Dio articulates these views even more assertively in the aftermath of the murder of 
&DHVDU³if ever there has EHHQDSURVSHURXVGHPRFUDF\įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮLWKDVLQDQ\FDVHEHHQ
DWLWVEHVWIRURQO\DEULHISHULRGȖİȕȡĮȤİΥ? ȤȡȩȞΥ? ΥἤțȝĮıİȞVRORQJWKDWLVDVWKHSHRSOH
had neither the numbers nor the strength sufficient to cause insolence to spring up among 





competition was part of the very fabric of the Republic and Dio thereby breaks with the 
FRPPRQ LGHDOLVDWLRQ RI WKLV SHULRG 'LR¶V YLHZ RI įȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ JURXQGHG DV LW LV LQ KLV
philosophical conception of Υ?ıȠȝȠȚȡȓĮDQGΥ?ıȠȞȠȝΥ?ĮLVLPSRUWDQW: it suggests the presence of 
UDWLRQDO RYHUDUFKLQJSULQFLSOHV LQ'LR¶VYLHZRQJovernment for which I will argue in the 
following. 
 $OWKRXJKHJRLVWLFFRPSHWLWLRQLVLQKHUHQWLQ'LR¶V5HSXEOLFLWGRHVKRZHYHUFKDQJH
over time and is divided into three distinct phases. First, in the Early Republic external 
competition is scarce and it is instead internal, negative competition that is dominant. The 
negative competition of individuals is often countered through upright characters, the remorse 
of the perpetrator himself or the inability through lack of power to create problems. Another 
important inhibitor is, surprisingly, the įΥ?ȝȠȢ, who forcefully stop overly ambitious 
individuals²a sharp contrast to the Late Republic. Second, in the extant narrative of the 
Middle Republic, internal, negative competition is far less dominant and is instead portrayed 
as mostly an external phenomenon among the generals. However, as the traditions and laws 
are rarely overstepped, this competition never becomes threatening to political culture and 
institutions. The one central exception is Scipio who becomes a catalyst for internal discord 
in the narrative and thus underlines that internal problems as a result of competition were a 
constant presence, even during the generally harmonious Middle Republic.18 Finally in the 
                                                          
17
 Cass. Dio 44.2.3. 
18
 The great power of the Scipios described by Dio is of course part of a long tradition. However, Dio still 
incorporates significant deviations compared to the parallel sources, as I set out below. 
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Late Republic, on the other hand, political competition becomes increasingly threatening and 
starts undermining the foundations of the state.  
 An important factor in this development is the increase in wealth and empire, which is 
VXSSRUWHGE\'LR¶VDERYHDVVHUWLRQVDIWHUWKHPXUGHURI&DHVDUDQG E\'LR¶V0DHFHQDVZKR
in his speech highlights the problems of empire in a similar mode³HYHUVLQFHZHZHUHOHG
outside the peninsula and crossed over to many continents and many islands, filling the whole 
sea and the whole earth with our name and power, QRWKLQJ JRRG KDV EHHQ RXU ORW´19 The 
H[SDQVLRQRIHPSLUHLVWKXVLQFRPSDWLEOHZLWKWKHKLVWRULDQ¶VFRQFHSWLRQRI WKHįȘȝȠțȡĮĲȓĮ
of the city-state, and the increase of resources available for competition through conquest 
IXHOVGHVWUXFWLYHıĲȐıȚȢDio thus clearly draws on the canonical idea of degeneration in the 
Late Republic which is, however, coupled with the continuity of competition in all 
Republican periods. This continuity is central: in fact, recent research has suggested that Dio 
downplays the importance of individual causes for the downfall of the Republic and the 
institutional problem of political competition is instead presented as the central destructive 
driving force.20 Late Republican decline is of course common both in the source tradition and 
in modern scholarship. However, in Dio this decline is not a sudden Late Republican 
phenomenon but is rather rooted in the Republic itself as Dio had consciously portrayed 
competition as a problem throughout both the Early and Mid-5HSXEOLF 'LR¶V GLVWinctive 
presentation of these two periods thus makes the Late Republic the culmination of an inherent 
institutional problem rather than the product of abrupt moral decline, as often seen in other 
sources.21 
 
The Early Republic 
 
As this chapter is fundamentaOO\ EDVHG RQ WKH IUDJPHQWDU\ SDUW RI 'LR¶V KLVWRU\ D VKRUW
methodological note is in order to set out the relative faithfulness of the excerpts and Zonaras. 
Recently, Simons greatly built on the work of Moscovich to show that Zonaras has three 
main methodVRIZRUNLQJQDPHO\RPLVVLRQRI'LR¶VPRUDOLVLQJUHPDUNVSDUDSKUDVLQJDQG
summarising or near verbatim reproduction.22 Most importantly, Simons has found Zonaras 
                                                          
19
 Cass. Dio 52.16.1±2. 
20
 Lindholmer 2016; Lindholmer forthcoming 2018.  
21
 2Q'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHSDUDOOHOVRXUFHVVHH/LQGKROPHU6, 20-37; forthcoming 2019a. 
22
 Moscovich 1983; Simons 2009, 29±32. 
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to be mainly faithful to Dio, which has further been supported by Valérie Fromentin and 
Chris Mallan (with further contributions in this volume).23 Furthermore, Simons has argued 
WKDWWKHFRQWHQWRIWKH&RQVWDQWLQLDQH[FHUSWVLVFORVHWR'LR¶VRULJLQDOEXWZDUQHGDJDLQVWWKH
possible presence of Byzantine aims in the choice of text.24 These methodological 
considerations are important to establish as the following will be dependent on Zonaras and 
WKHH[FHUSWVLQWKHDEVHQFHRI'LR¶VRZQWH[W 
 Against this background, let us now turn towards the Early Republic where 
destructive internal competition is surprisingly widespread. The first piece of narrative in 
Book 3 describes the internal struggle between the two consuls, Brutus and Collatinus: 
³6RPHRIWKHVH>FRQVSLUDWRUVSXW WRGHDWKE\%UXWXV@ZHUHUHODWLYHVRI&ROODWLQXVZKRZDV
angry on their account. Accordingly, Brutus so aroused the people against Collatinus that 
WKH\ DOO EXW VOHZ KLPZLWK WKHLU RZQ KDQGV´25 Collatinus seemingly puts family relations 
over the good of the Republic in this fragment but is incapable of creating problems as he is 
isolated and unable to utilise the power of the populace in the same way as is frequently 
attested in the Late Republic. One factor here could be the lack of resources. Dio, in the 
PDWHULDO TXRWHG DERYH IURP0DHFHQDV¶ VSHHFK DQG WKH RSHQLQJ RIBook 44, has presented 
this element as central to destructive competition. The problematic situation is solved as 
&ROODWLQXVPXVWDFFHSWWKHMXGJHPHQWRIWKHSRSXODFHZKLFKLVXQLTXHO\YLROHQWLQ=RQDUDV¶
narrative. Livy by contrast writes that Spurius LucUHWLXV³ZLWKPLQJOHGHQWUHDW\DQGDGYLFH´26 
persuaded Collatinus to resign. This is paralleled closely by Dionysius27 while in Plutarch, 
3XEOLFROD³VDZWKDWKHZDVDOWRJHWKHUREQR[LRXVDQGZLWKGUHZVHFUHWO\IURPWKHFLW\´28 In 
all the parallel sources, Collatinus resigns peacefully, whereas Dio presents a far more violent 
narrative. It seems that Dio was keen to present important elements of his interpretation of the 
Republic as early as possible and a violent, assertive populace was fundamental.29 However, 
it is striking that the populace here function as a check on competition and an arbiter, albeit 
through violence, in rivalry. This is not to argue that Dio viewed the populace necessarily 
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positively, but rather to emphasise that the mechanisms of competition are different 
compared to the Late Republic: Both modern scholars and Dio view the people in the Late 
Republic as a vehicle for aristocratic competition insofar as they are (ab)used by politicians in 
the pursuit of self-interest.30 However, Dio presents the people as important for competition 
already in the Early Republic where they act far more independently and function as an 
inhibitor to aristocratic ambition rather than its instrument. 
 In a subsequent fragment, it is the new colleague of Brutus who is threatened by the 
people. We know the context from other sources: Brutus had died and Valerius Publicola, 
consul without a colleague, was building a house in a position well-suited for a fortress. The 
peoSOHVXVSHFWHGWKDW3XEOLFRODZDVDLPLQJIRUVROHVRYHUHLJQW\³DQGWKH\ZRXOGLQGHHGKDYH
VODLQKLPKDGKHQRWTXLFNO\DQWLFLSDWHG WKHLUDFWLRQE\FRXUWLQJ WKHLU IDYRXU´31 Publicola 
only avoids the wrath of the people by humbling himself and thus here again the populace act 
as an inhibitor on the alleged ambitions of an individual who is forced to submit. It is also 
remarkable that Dio again is the only source to include that Publicola was almost ripped apart 
by the people; the accounts of Dionysius, Livy and Plutarch have none of this violence.32 Dio, 
then, seems from the outset to have rejected an idealised version of the Early Republic often 
found in other sources in favour of a more violent portrait,33 indicating that he had a 
distinctive perspective on the period guiding his narrative. 
 Book 3 is indeed highly fragmentary. However, it remains striking that the last story 
in this book also explores the problem of internal competition. Publicola deceitfully tries to 
DFTXLUHWKHGHGLFDWLRQRIDQHZWHPSOHIURP+RUDWLXVE\DQQRXQFLQJWKHGHDWKRIWKHODWWHU¶V
VRQGXULQJ WKHGHGLFDWLRQ WKHUHE\UHQGHULQJKLPSROOXWHG WKURXJKJULHI³+RUDWLXV >«@GLG
not, however, surrender his ministry; on the contrary, after bidding them leave unburied the 
ERG\RIKLVVRQDVLILWZHUHDVWUDQJHU¶VLQRUGHUWKDWLWPLJKWQRWVHHPWRFRQFHUQKLVVDFUHG
RIILFHKHWKHQSHUIRUPHGDOO WKHQHFHVVDU\FHUHPRQLHV´34 Here Dio presents two important 
types of politician in his history: the egoistic individual who, driven by personal ambition, 
attacks his rivals and deems his own good more important than that of the state, and the 
opposite who faithfully carries out the business of the state, considering Rome of more 
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importance than himself. The uprightness and strength of Horatius is here sufficient to offset 
the destructive ambitions of Publicola. This again contrasts sharply with the Late Republican 
narrative, ZKHUH&DWR¶VHIIRUWVto keep the dynasts in check are perpetually futile. 
 There is again here an interesting contrast to other sources where Publicola is off 
campaigning for the glory of Rome. Dionysius has no base tricks in his narrative whereas 
Livy and Plutarch assert that the story of the son is a scam made by associates of Publicola.35 
,Q VKRUW 'LR¶V account is far more dichotomised than the other sources; Publicola and 
Horatius are presented as two opposites. Book 3, the first of the Republic, thus puts forth a 
remarkably violent and less idealised picture of the Early Republic where competition is far 
more present than in the other accounts, yet functions very differently from ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮin the 
Late Republic. Dio, then, seemingly presents his historical perspective on the Republic and 
its nature already in Book 3: competition is omnipresent and indeed at the base of Republican 
politics but because of the lack of funds to influence the people and the upright character of 
opposing individuals, the factor remained relatively unproblematic. Here we clearly see the 
two-OD\HUHG QDWXUH RI 'LR¶V (DUO\ 5HSXEOLF: on the one hand he breaks with idealising 
traditions; on the other hand, the contrast with the Late Republic is clear in the presence of 
exemplary virtue.  
 A further example of Dio deviating from the common ideal is the story of Coriolanus. 
Here the historian introduces another important inhibitor on Early Republican competition, 
namely the remorse and virtue of the perpetrator himself. Coriolanus dislikes the people 
because he is not elected praetor and is banished when he refuses to distribute grain sent as a 
gift from Sicily. He proceeds to march against Rome with the help of the Volscians and 
ultimately only his mother and leading women of the family can convince him to turn back: 
³WKURXJKIHDURIWKHmultitude and shame before his peers, in that he had ever undertaken an 
expedition against them, he would not accept even the restoration offered him, but retired 
DPRQJ WKH 9ROVFL DQG WKHUH GLHG´36 Strikingly, it is here the perpetrator himself who is 
overcome with remorse and desists from his undertaking²a story that is of course 
unparalleled in 'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH Late Republic. 
 However, even this positive story has negative overtones not seen in the other 
VRXUFHV³When, now, this news [i.e. of an impending attack] was brought back to them, the 
men, for their part, were no more moved than before (ȠΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἄȞįȡİȢ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ 
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ΥἐțȚȞȒșȘıĮȞ); they were, indeed, so bitterly at variance (țĮțΥ?Ȣ ΥἐıĲĮıȓĮȗȠȞ) that not even 
dangers could reconcile them. But the women (ĮΥ? įΥὲ ȖȣȞĮΥ?țİȢ>«@FDPHΥἦȜșȠȞ) to him in 
FDPS´37 In 'LR¶V DFFRXQW WKHQ WKH SOHEV DQG SDWULFLDQV EODPH HDFK RWKHU IRU WKH H[LOH
FRQWLQXLQJ WKHLU LQWHUQDO VWUXJJOH țĮțΥ?Ȣ ΥἐıĲĮıȓĮȗȠȞ) even in the face of overwhelming 
danger and it is only the actions of the women that save Rome.38 Instructively, Dio creates a 
FRQWUDVWEHWZHHQ WKHVWDWLFPHQ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ΥἐțȚȞȒșȘıĮȞ), even using ıĲȐıȚȢ WRGHVFULEH
their struggles, and the active (ΥἦȜșȠȞ) women resolving the danger.39 The other sources 
describing this event are far more positive: Dionysius portrays the Romans as actively trying 
to solve the problem together40 while Livy even argues that the fear of the enemy (externus 
timor) was in fact their strongest bond of concord (maximum concordiae vinculum) and the 
senate yields to the demands of the plebs in agreeing on a plan of action.41 In both Livy and 
'LRQ\VLXVWKH5RPDQVDUHWKXVSRUWUD\HGIDUPRUHSRVLWLYHO\WKDQLQ'LRDQGWKHZRPHQ¶V
actions become a singularly KHURLFGHHG ,Q'LRRQWKHRWKHUKDQG WKHZRPHQ¶VGHHGVDUH
absolutely necessary as the internal struggle for political advantage between plebs and 
patricians has paralysed the state. The facW WKDW5RPH¶VZRPHQUDWKHU WKDQ LWVPHQKDYH to 
save the day iVDIRUFHIXOHPSKDVLVRIWKLVSUREOHP$JDLQ'LR¶VSRUWUD\DOLVDIDUFU\IURP
the traditional ideal. 
 That competition was indeed a general problem in the Early Republic is further 
VXSSRUWHG E\'LR¶V LQFOXVLRQ RI D ODZ LQ%RRN  ³WKDW WKH VDPHPDQ VKRXOG not hold two 
RIILFHV DW WKHVDPH WLPHQRUKROG WKHVDPHRIILFH WZLFHZLWKLQ WHQ\HDUV´42 This is the lex 
Genucia duly noted also by Livy.43 However, since Dio has consciously infused his narrative 
with numerous instances of destructive competition, the law appears a necessary measure to 
FXUWDLO WKLV SUREOHP DQG LWV LQFOXVLRQ WKHUHIRUH UHLQIRUFHV 'LR¶V SRUWUDLW RI WKH (DUO\
Republic.44  
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 This picture of the need to inhibit that competition which was germane to the 
KLVWRULDQ¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIWKHEarly Republic is further strengthened by his description of the 
origins of the quaestorship:45 ³$QGWKHPDQDJHPHQWRIWKHIXQGVKH>3XEOLFROD@DVVLJQHGWR
others in order that the men holding the consulship might not possess the great influence that 
would spring from their having the revenues in their power. Now for the first time treasurers 
EHJDQ WR EH DSSRLQWHG DQG WKH\ FDOOHG WKHPTXDHVWRUV´46 Instructively, Dio here indicates 
that the access to large amounts of money for the leading men would be destructive for the 
state and this is exactly what happens in the Late Republic as politicians can woo the people 
and pay their own armies. Strikingly, no other sources portray the formation of the 
quaestorship in this way: the formation is absent in Livy and Dionysius whereas Tacitus and 
Ulpian focus on the constitutional developments in themselves rather than their underlying 
motivations, and Publicola is not mentioned.47 Plutarch is the only source who approximates 
Dio: the former writes that Publicola made the reform to avoiGKDYLQJ³WKHSXEOLFPRQH\V
EURXJKWLQWRDQ\SULYDWHKRXVH´48 Dio is thus the only source to write that the quaestors were 
specifically meant to inhibit the influence and power of the consuls. That this was necessary 
LVDFRQWLQXDWLRQRI'LR¶VUHMHFWLRQRI the idealised Republic in which leading members were 
inherently virtuous; however, he still retains a dichotomy with the Late Republic where 
political problems always remain unsolved. Furthermore, this suggests that the increase in 
wealth was a central factor in the change of the mechanisms of competition.  
 A large part of the Early Republic, Books 4±8, is dominated by the so-called Struggle 
of the Orders which historians would commonly, and correctly, denote as ıĲȐıȚȢ+RZHYHU
LQ 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH ıĲȐıȚȢ and political competition overlap as patricians and plebs are 
competing collectively for political advantages in a zero-sum game in much the same manner 
as individuals do.49 This contrast between the collectivity of the earlier Republic and the 
individualit\ RI WKH /DWH 5HSXEOLF LV LQGHHG D JHQHUDO WKHPH LQ 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH50 
Furthermore, Dio utilises the struggle between patricians and plebs in this period to again 
reject the parallel source tradition: as patricians and plebs compete collectively in the stasiotic 
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environment, Dio presents a far more negative and violent picture than found in any other 
source. This is clear already during the disturbances of the debtors in 495: Livy asserts that 
³QXPHURXV ERGLHV UDQ VKRXWLQJ WKURXJK DOO WKH VWUHHWV´51 and that nearby senators were in 
danger but no open violence occurred.52 DioQ\VLXV¶DFFRXQW LVPRUHYLROHQWDV the debtors 
run through the streets, ³LI DQ\RQH VR PXFK DV WRXFKHG WKHP KH ZDV IRUFLEO\ WRUQ LQ
SLHFHV´53 However, in Dio, this violent political competition between plebs and patricians is 
HYHQPRUHH[WUHPH³DOOWKHVHQDWRUVZRXOGWKHQDQGWKHUHKDYHSHULVKHGDWWKHKDQGVRIWKH
inrushing mob, had not some persons reported that the Volsci had already invaded the 
country. In the face of such news the popuODFHEHFDPHFDOP>«@EHFDXVHWKH\H[SHFWHGWKDW
ERG\WREHGHVWUR\HGIRUWKZLWKE\WKHHQHP\´54 Here it is not the occasional bystander who 
is threatened but rather all senators, who are almost attacked and killed and the plebs are even 
prepared to let Rome be defeated by the Volsci in their pursuit of political advancement.  
 'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHLVWKXVOHVVLGHDOLVHGWKDQWKHRWKHUVRXUFHV¶ZKLFKLVSDUDOOHOHGLQKLV
representation of the first secession in 494: the people took possession of a hill and then 
³SURFHHGHGWRVHFXUHWKHLUIRRGIURPWKHFRXQWU\H[DFWO\DVIURPHQHP\WHUULWRU\Υ?ıʌİȡΥἐț
ʌȠȜİȝΥ?ĮȢΥἐȜΥάȝȕĮȞȠȞWKHUHE\GHPRQVWUDWLQJWKDWODZVZHUHZHDNHUWKDQDUPV´55 Dio is here 
using many typical civil war elements, such as the transformation of native land into hostile 
territory, naturally asserting clearly the use of violence by the plebs in their rivalry with the 
SDWULFLDQV/LY\E\FRQWUDVWZULWHVWKDWWKHSOHEV³TXLHWO\PDLQWDLQHGWKHPVHOYHV´56 without 
giving provocation and Dionysius echoes this E\ ZULWLQJ WKDW WKH SOHEV ZHUH QRW ³OD\LQJ
ZDVWH WR WKHFRXQWU\QRUGRLQJDQ\RWKHUPLVFKLHI´57 Plutarch, lastly, writes that the plebs 
³FRPPLWWHGQRDFWVRIYLROHQFHRUVHGLWLRQ´58 In short, all other sources emphasise that the 
secession happened completely without violence, whereas Dio presents a contrastingly 
violent portrait. Dio hereby again breaks with the idealisation of the Early Republic as his 
collective competition between plebs and patricians is far more violent than in the parallel 
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sources. However, there is still a contrast to the Late Republic; the competition is collective 
and the people independently strive for needed reforms. 
 Further examples from the period only support this picture. Regarding the events 
around the consul Appius and his reforms of 471, Livy and Dionysius give the common story 
WKDW$SSLXV¶ UHIRUPVZHUH RSSRVHG DQG WXPXOW EURNH RXW LQ 5RPHZKLFKZDV VWRSSHG E\
Quinctius.59 ,Q'LRE\FRQWUDVWWKLVLVQRWDQLVRODWHGLQFLGHQW³WKHSRSXODFHGLGQRWUHIUDLQ
from attacking even the praetors. They beat their assistants and shattered their fasces and 
made the praetors themselves submit to investigation on every pretext, great and small. Thus, 
they actually planned to throw Appius Claudius into prison in the very midst of his term of 
RIILFH LQDVPXFK DV KH SHUVLVWHQWO\ RSSRVHG WKHP DW HYHU\ SRLQW´60 Dio presents a Rome 
where the people are engaged in constant violent pursuit of advances and where the consuls, 
ZKRDUHPHDQWGHVSLWH'LR¶VXVHRI³SUDHWRUV´61 are consistently and violently harassed. This 
portrait of collective political rivalry is further supported as Dio asserts that the plebs desired 
to imprison Appius specifically because he opposed them whereafter they even succeeded in 
enacting political reforms that favoured theiU RZQ VLGH ³WR WKH SUHMXGLFH RI WKH SDWULFLDQ
LQWHUHVWV țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ İΥὐʌĮĲȡȚįΥ?Ȟ´62 Whereas Dionysius and Livy present an isolated 
problematic incident, Dio here portrays Roman society in general as permeated by violent 
and problematic political competition.  
 This serves as the stepping stone for Dio to include some completely unique narrative 
elements, namely that the patricians undertook a secret terror campaign against the leaders of 
WKHSOHEV³they secretly slaughtered a QXPEHURIWKHEROGHVWVSLULWV´+ereafter, Dio includes 
WKDW³QLQHWULEXQHVRQRQHRFFDVLRQZHUHGHOLYHUHGWRWKHIODPHVE\WKHSRSXODFH´,63 and the 
struggle between patricians and plebs subsequently intensified. Coming as they do 
immediately after the abovementioned struggles between plebs and patricians, these narrative 
elements would appear to be a continuation of the reforms of Appius. Valerius Maximus does 
have a story of nine tribunes being burned but this is in relation to Spurius Cassius;64 Livy 
and Dionysius have no parallels to these stories. Dio, then, has included some completely 
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unique and highly violent elements of political competition and thus succeeds in creating a 
far more negative portrait of the Struggle of the Orders than seen in the parallel sources. 
 Dio has thus incorporated a range of examples of negative political competition in the 
Early Republic. However, these negative examples actually have a positive counterpart when 
heroic Romans compete to sacrifice themselves for Rome. An example is the two consuls 
Decius Mus and Torquatus who before a battle against the Latins both have a dream that if 
one of the consuls devoted himself²that is committed ritual suicide in battle²the Romans 
ZRXOGEHYLFWRULRXV³$QGWKHUHZDVVRJUHDWULYDOU\ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝΥ?ĮEHWZHHQWKHPLQUHJDUGWR
the self-GHYRWLRQWKDWHDFKRIWKHFRQVXOVSUD\HGWKDWKHPLJKW>«@REWDLQWKHULJKWWRGHYRWH
KLPVHOI´.65 Here competition is shown to be not inherently negative but rather an unavoidable 
part of Roman society that can have both positive and negative consequences depending on 
the character of the individuals and the resources involved. This could be due to the 
ambiguity of the word ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ, mentioned above, which had a positive dimension both on 
an individual and a collective level. However, it should be noted that this positive 
PDQLIHVWDWLRQ RI ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ LV H[WUHPHO\ UDUH LQ 'LR %HVLGHV LWV XVH LQ LGHDOLVHG VSHHFKHV
which do not accord with the actual narrative, the above story is in fact the only positive use 
RI LQGLYLGXDO ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ LQ WKH VXUYLYLQJ SDUWV RI 'LR¶V 5HSXEOLF66 However, even in this 
seemingly idealised story, Dio has incorporated a telling deviation. In Livy, Decius is 
informed of his imminent death by the haruspex and thereafter decides to devote himself.67 In 
contrast to Dio, Livy thus incorporates no competition. Dio thus appears to have deviated 
purposefully from tradition in order to underline that competition was inherent in the Roman 
Republic even in its most idealised moments. 
 Dio has, then, from the very outset infused his internal narrative with destructive 
competition which can be countered through the people, the general laws, or the upright 
character of a competitor or the perpetrator himself. This internal focus and the lack of 
external competition are unsurprising in the absence of empire and one should not 
underestimate the uncertainties as a consequence of the fragmentary state of the text. 
+RZHYHU 'LR¶V (DUO\ 5HSXEOLF VWLOO FRQWDLQV IDU PRUH GHVWUXFWLYH FRPpetition than the 
parallel sources and is so consistently different that it testifies to a conscious attempt to reject 
much of the tradition and to put political competition centre stage. Competition also has more 
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positive aspects when individuals vie to do service for Rome. Dio, then, presents a view of 
the Early Republic where uprightness, traditions and devotion to Rome counter problematic 
competition, but where this aspect is far more pervasive than in other sources. In the Late 
Republic, on the contrary, the base characters far outnumber the virtuous ones and they have 
infinitely greater resources at their disposal to win over the populace and destructively satisfy 
their own ambition. Dio thus succeeds in breaking with the idealised tradition while still 
maintaining the rupture with the Late Republic that is so central to the overall character of his 
work. 
 
The Middle Republic 
 
A noteworthy change in the Middle Republic, starting with the Pyrrhic War, is that internal 
political competition largely disappears from the extant narrative and the focus is shifted 
towards the competition among generals. Despite the caution needed with this fragmentary 
text and the loss of the narrative of the lex Hortensia, Dio appears to be accepting the 
tradition that Rome achieved internal stability after the resolutions of the plebs became 
binding upon the whole populus in 287 +RZHYHU LQ 'LR¶V SHUVSHFWLYH SUREOHPDWLF
competition was inherent in the Republic and must be present also in the more idealised 
µMidGOH¶Republic. He therefore utilises the emergence of empire and the narrative of its 
development to incorporate and highlight destructive competition. Dio in part follows the 
common source tradition of the Middle Republic as a virtuous age. Indeed, he praises the 
5RPDQPRGHUDWLRQDIWHUWKHYLFWRU\RYHU3\UUKXV³7KRXJKWKH5RPDQVZHUHDFKLHYLQJVXFK
UHVXOWVDVWKHVHDQGZHUHHYHUULVLQJWRJUHDWHUSRZHUWKH\VKRZHGQRKDXJKWLQHVVDV\HW´68 
However, Dio again goes to great lengths to deviate from parallel sources and to include 
destructive competition which undermines the common idealisation. This competition 
manifests itself mainly in relation to the generals and their quest for glory and political 
advancement through military victories. These victories, in turn, foster another central aspect 
of competition which seems practically absent from the surviving Early Republican text, 
namely envy (ĳșȩȞȠȢ69 'LR¶V0LGGOHRepublic thus continues the previous interpretative 
focus of the Early Republic on competition but does so through new elements.  
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opportunity of taking a city.70 However, his selfish ambition has swift consequences as the 
5RPDQVEHFRPHVXUURXQGHGDQGWKHZKROHDUP\LVFDSWXUHG³ZLWKRXWWKHLUVRPXFKDVOLIWLQJ
D ZHDSRQ´71 This is clearly paralleled closely hereafter as Quintus Cassius is ordered to 
besiege Lipara and avoid battle EXW³4XLQWXVGLVUHJDUGLQJRUGHUVPDGHDQDWWDFNXSRQ WKH
FLW\ DQG ORVWPDQ\PHQ´72 Both Cornelius and Cassius here exemplify how commanders, 
even in the Middle Republic, attempt to use their position to achieve glory and thereby 
political influence but in the process of satisfying their ambition, injure Rome instead. A 
further example can be found at the end of the war where the Carthaginians sue for peace and 
&DWXOXVWKHFRQVXOFRQWDFWHGDFFHSWVIRUVHOILVKUHDVRQV³1RZKHZDVGLVSRVHGWRHQGWKH
war, since his office was soon to expire; for he could not hope to destroy Carthage in a short 
time, and he did not care to leave to his successors tKHJORU\RIKLVRZQODERXUV´73 Catulus 
here disregards the interests of Rome and instead attempts to maximise his own glory, thus 
using his command for political advancement. The actions of these generals are a noteworthy 
parallel to the Late Republic where commanders consistently act out of self-interest and 
commands function as tools in political competition.  
 The incorporation of ambitious generals locked in political competition continues also 
in the interim period between the First and Second Punic Wars. Due to a range of threatening 
omens, the consuls, Flaminius and Furius, are called home but Flaminius refuses and argues 
³WKDWLQWKHLUMHDORXV\ĳșΥ舂νȠȞRIKLPWKHQREOHVĲȠΥ?ȢįȣȞĮĲȠΥ?ȢZHUHHYHQPLVUHSUHVHQWLQJ
țĮĲĮȥİΥ?įİıșĮȚ WKH ZLOO RI WKH JRGV´74 Flaminius is yet another example of a 
problematically ambitious general but, strikingly, the įȣȞĮĲȠȓ are here connected to ĳșȩȞȠȢD
typical marker of egoistic rivalry. This focus on ambitious generals and on the general 
SUREOHP RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ ZLOO FRQWLQXH Ln the Second Punic War and the interim period thus 
functions as a linking narrative where Dio keeps the problem of political competition in 
focus.  
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 However, Dio at the start of the Second Punic War asserts that the Romans became 
more virtuous the more WKH\VXFFHHGHG³)RUWKHJUHDWHUWKHLUVXFFHVVHVWKHPRUHZHUHWKH\
VREHUHG >«@DQG WKH\GLGQRWDOORZHLWKHU WKHLUJRRG IRUWXQH WRGHYHORS LQWRDUURJDQFHRU
WKHLUIRUEHDUDQFHLQWRFRZDUGLFH´75 This praise could appear an odd assertion right after the 
example of Flaminius and also against the background of the destructive competition during 
the First Punic War. Yet, this competition has, as mentioned, moved to the external sphere in 
the Middle Republic while internally Rome is at peace. This legitimises DLR¶V LGHDOLVLQJ
praise which is, however, tempered by the consistent presence of problematic competition. 
This is supported in the opening part of the Second Punic War where Longus suffers a 
FUXVKLQJGHIHDWDW WKHULYHU7UHELD³/RQJXV >«@ LQIOXHQFHGE\Dmbition (Υ?ʌΥὸ ĳȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮȢ), 
SUHVHQWHG KLPVHOI LQ EDWWOH DUUD\´76 ĭȚȜȠĲȚȝȓĮ plays an important part here which is 
SDUDOOHOHGDVWKH5RPDQVDUHFUXVKHGDW/DNH7UDVLPHQHEHFDXVH³)ODPLQLXVDORQHSXUVXHG
eager that he alone should have the credit for the expecWHGYLFWRU\´77 The Romans almost 
VXIIHU DQRWKHU FUXVKLQJ GHIHDW ZKLFK ZDV FKLHIO\ EURXJKW DERXW WKURXJK 5XIXV¶ \RXWKIXO
LPSHWXRXVQHVV³5XIXVWKHPDVWHURIKRUVHZKRSRVVHVVHGWKHYDLQFRQFHLWRI\RXWKZDVQRW
observant of the errors of warfare and was DQJHUHGE\WKHGHOD\VRI)DELXV´78 After having 
his army saved by Fabius, Rufus lays down his powers and submits to the former, who is 
constantly described as virtuous and devoted to Rome rather than to himself.79 Here we again 
see the pattern established by Coriolanus where an ambitious and problematic individual is 
brought to his senses. The criticisms of the losing generals are paralleled in both Livy and 
Polybius but in their accounts these appear to be attempts at deflecting blame away from 
Rome and onto one problematic individual.80 ,Q 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RQ WKH RWKHU KDQG WKH
egoistically ambitious generals are, against the background of the earlier narrative, a societal 
problem since they become further manifestations of the competition that was inextricably 
linked to the Republic, even during its most positive period. We here again see a two-layered 
representation where Dio maintains the difference between the Late Republic and earlier 
times while still incorporating competition. 
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 This is further seen as Scipio is relieved of his command after his victories in Spain 
DQG MXVWEHIRUHPRYLQJ LQWR$IULFD'LRFRPPHQWV³KHZRXOGFHUWDLQO\KDYHDFFRPSDQLHG
VRPHWKLQJ ZRUWK\ RI KLV DVSLUDWLRQV >«@ KDG QRW WKH 5RPDQV DW KRPH WKURXJK MHDORXV\
(ĳșȩȞΥ?DQGWKURXJKIHDURIKLPVWRRGLQKLVZD\´81 ĭșȩȞȠȢ here seems to be a permeating 
feature and the narrative is striking in its contrast to Appian, Livy and Polybius as Scipio in 
all these accounts returns to Rome naturally and of his own accord as his task in Spain was 
over.82 Strikingly, Appian asserts that even those who had been jealous of Scipio admired and 
lauded him. Furthermore, in Livy it is in fact Scipio who is portrayed negatively and the 
senate is right to question him, which Livy does through the speech of Fabius, described as 
³DSSURSULDWHWRWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHV>«@DQGEDFNHGXSE\WKHZHLJKWRIKLVFKDUDFWHU´83 Livy 
and Polybius thus deflect the guilt of the problems onto Scipio, whereas Dio is more critical 
towards the political system in general and presents jealousy as an important factor.  
 This theme of jealousy is continued by Dio. He later asserts that the senate was 
displeased with Scipio and wished to summon and remove him from command VLQFH³KHZDV
said to be turning over the property of the allies to the soldiers for plunder, and he was 
suspected of delaying his voyage to Carthage purposely in order that he might hold office for 
a longer time; but it was principally at the instigation of men who had all along been jealous 
ȠΥ? ĳșȠȞȠΥ?ȞĲȦȞ RI KLP WKDW WKH\ ZLVKHG WR VXPPRQ KLP 8´4 Dio here again rejects the 
idealisation by presenting the Roman senate as undermining common affairs due to their 
jealousy of Scipio. However, he also creates a contrast with the Late Republic as the 
accusation that Scipio wished to perpetuate his command is seemingly unfounded. This 
clearly contrasts with the Late Republic where commanders exactly strive to prolong their 
commands in order to satisfy their ambition.85  
 Although Scipio is often the victim of jealousy and generally is portrayed positively, 
he too is pDUWRI WKHRIWHQHJRLVWLFFRPSHWLWLRQ7KLV LVVHHQ LQ6FLSLR¶VDWWDFNRQ+DQQLEDO
MXVWEHIRUHWKHDUULYDORIUHLQIRUFHPHQWV³6FLSLRLQIDFWKDGEHHQDIUDLGWKDW1HURPLJKWEH
so prompt as to appropriate the glory of his own toils, and so at the first glimmer of spring, he 
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KDGDGYDQFHGDJDLQVW+DQQLEDO´86 Scipio here attacks Hannibal despite the imminent arrival 
of potential reinforcements merely to retain the glory for himself. This is not due to a 
personal fault with the generally praised Scipio but is rather the consequence of a problematic 
competitive system that endures even during the positive Middle Republic. During the 
6HFRQG 3XQLF :DU 'LR¶V 5RPDQV DUH LQGHHG RIWHQ YLUWXRXV +RZHYHU GHVWUXFWLYH
competition, manifested in ambitious commanders and a general climate of jealousy 
XQPDWFKHGLQWKHSDUDOOHOVRXUFHVDJDLQVKRZV'LR¶VUHMHFWLRQRIWKHFDQRQLFDOLGHDOLVDWLRQRI
the period. 
 This presentation is clearly continued after the Second Punic War as Africanus lets 
concern for his captured son as well as personal ambition influence his peace treaty with 
$QWLRFKXVDIWHUGHIHDWLQJWKHODWWHULQEDWWOH³$IULFDQXVZDVZHOOGLVSRVHGWRZDUGKLPIRUKLV
VRQ¶VVDNHDQGWKHFRQVXOPRUHRYHUGLGQRWZLVKWRKDYHWKHYLFWRU\OHIWWRKLVVXFFHVVRU
who was now drawing near; consequently they laid upon Antiochus conditions no more 
VHYHUH WKDQ WKRVH WKH\ KDG RULJLQDOO\PDGH EHIRUH WKH EDWWOH´87 In the previous narrative, 
RYHUO\ DPELWLRXV JHQHUDOV ZHUH QRUPDOO\ SHQDOLVHGZLWK GHIHDW +RZHYHU KHUH $IULFDQXV¶
desire to retain the glory of his victory rather manifests itself negatively in the form of 
H[FHVVLYHO\OHQLHQWSHDFHWHUPVIRUDWKUHDWHQLQJHQHP\1RQHWKHOHVV$IULFDQXV¶EHKDYLRXU
is a clear continuation of the previous problem of competition among ambitious commanders.  
 +RZHYHU ĳșȩȞȠȢ UHPDLQV WKH PRVW SURPLQHQW PDQLIHVWDWLRQ RI GHVWUXFWLYH
competition in the period after the Second Punic War and features consistently in the 
narrative. This is clear already in Book 18, that is the book following the Carthaginian defeat: 
the praetor Furius won an important victory in 200 against remaining Carthaginians and their 
allies, and hereafter made peace terms with some of the allies and desired a triumph. 
+RZHYHU ³$XUHOLXV WKH FRQVXO ZKR ZDV MHDORXV ĳșȠȞΥ?ıĮȢ RI WKH SUDHWRU¶V YLFtory, 
FRQGXFWHG D UHWDOLDWRU\ FDPSDLJQ´88 DQGRSSRVHG)XULXV¶ELG IRU D WULXPSK89 This is yet a 
IXUWKHU H[DPSOH RI ĳșȩȞȠȢ ZKLFK LV IXQGDPHQWDOO\ FRQQHFWHG WR FRPSHWLWLRQ playing an 
important role, even in the Middle 5HSXEOLFĭșȩȞȠȢagain becomes central when it drives 
groundless attacks on Scipio Africanus and Scipio Asiaticus. Dio does note other formal 
reasons such as the excessive appropriation of spoils by Asiaticus ³EXWWKHWUXHFDXVHRIWKHLU
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FRQYLFWLRQZDVMHDORXV\ĳșΥ舂νȠȞ´90 Significantly, the jealousy is not ascribed to anyone in 
SDUWLFXODU DV 'LR PHUHO\ QRWHV WKDW ³PDQ\ ZHUH MHDORXV ΥἐĳșȩȞȠȣȞ >«@ ʌȠȜȜȠȓ RI WKH
6FLSLRV´91 which indicates that this was a general problem, which is indeed supported by the 
previous narrative. Livy by contrast lengthily portrays the conviction of Africanus as the 
GRLQJV RI WKH 3HWLOOLL ZKR ³KDG WULHG WR EHFRPH FRQVSLFXRXV E\ GDUNHQLQJ DQRWKHU¶V
>$IULFDQXV¶@UHSXWDWLRQ´ DQG³WKHZKROH>VHQDWRULDO@RUGHU´FRQVHTXHQWO\DVVDLOHGWKH3HWLOOLL
with abuse.92  Regarding Asiaticus, Livy argues that no certainty about the details of the case 
FDQ EH HVWDEOLVKHG EXW DVVHUWV WKDW WKHUH ZDV ³JHQHUDO GHOLJKW DW WKH QHZV RI 6FLSLR¶V
UHOHDVH´93 Livy here creates a picture of a generally virtuous Rome with a few corrupted 
individuals. Dio, by contrast, presents a Rome that is permeated by jealousy and where this 
problematic feature of competition, rather than a few individuals, is the main driving force 
behind the convictions.  
 Jealousy was indeed omnipresent in the MiddOH5HSXEOLFDFFRUGLQJWR'LR³>6FLSLR
Aemilianus] alone of men, or at least more than others, escaped the envy of his peers, as well 
DV RI HYHU\RQH HOVH´94 Here Dio again breaks with the idealistic tradition of the Middle 
Republic by asserting that no one, except perhaps Scipio Aemilianus, avoided jealousy which 
in this portrayal becomes an unavoidable part of Roman society and human nature. However, 
jealousy remains far more prominent in the Late Republic95 and Dio still includes idealised 
stories such as Paulus who sacrifices his own family to avoid divine enmity against Rome.96 
Dio hereby achieves the contrast to the Late Republic while still creating continuity by 
breaking with the idealised tradition. 
 Thus in the Middle Republic, negative competition is mainly presented in the external 
sphere and only in relation to Scipio does the focus switch to internal, destructive political 
rivalry in Rome. This shows that the Middle Republic was presented as an unusually positive 
period where the strict observance of constitutional precedence and the general virtuousness, 
both of individuals and of Rome as a whole, supress internal struggles. However even in this 
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period Dio emphasised that competition was ever present under the surface, merely needing a 
catalyst. It is intriguing that Scipio functions precisely as the catalyst for such destructive 
competition: he is the one general to enjoy important, exceptional treatment in the Middle 
Republic, being given a generalship at only twenty-three.97 This could be a foreshadowing of 
the problems of the Late Republic where exceptional treatment in the form of extraordinary 
commands becomes so deleterious.98 The ĳșȩȞȠȢDQGSUREOHPVVXUURXQGLQJ6FLSLRDUHWKHQ
arguably an early warning against the dangers of violating mos maiorum and also function to 
show the constant threat of destructive competition, even in the Middle Republic; it was an 
XQDYRLGDEOHSDUWRI'LR¶Vconception of the res publica. 
 Yet the fragmentary first part of the Late Republican narrative still heralds a shift. In 
what remains of Books 22±24, no one is portrayed positively: the reader is immediately met 
with a barrage of destructive competition.99 The first consuls mentioned, Metellus and 
Claudius, are involved in destructive compeWLWLRQWRDGHJUHHQRWVHHQEHIRUH³&ODXGLXVWKH
colleague of Metellus, impelled by pride of birth and jealousy (ĳșȠȞΥ?Ȟ) of Metellus, since he 
had chanced to draw Italy as his province, where no enemy was assigned to him, was eager to 
secure by any means some pretext for a triumph; hence he set the Salassi, a Gallic tribe, at 
ZDUZLWKWKH5RPDQV´100 Claudius here provokes war for his own ambition in a move similar 
to that of Caesar during his command in Gaul.101 Several other incidents could be mentioned 
such as Lucullus refusing to give back statues borrowed from Mummius; Caepio attempting 
to destroy his own soldiers because of insults from them; or Furtius taking Pompeius and 
Metellus on campaign, despite their hostility to each other and him, merely in order to have 
reliable witnesses for his own successes.102 This leads down to Gracchus and Octavius 
attacking each other for personal reasons (ΥἀȞĲȚĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȠΥ?ȞĲİȢDQG³WKHUHZDVQRVHPEODQFH
RIPRGHUDWLRQ´103 Here competition has clearly moved into the domain of the Late Republic. 
It has become thoroughly destructive and through the constancy and exclusiveness of this 
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In the above I have traced the development of competition in the Early and Middle Republic 
RI 'LR¶V ZRUN DQG VKRZQ WKDW WKLV LV D FRQVWDQW HOHPHQW LQ WKH KLVWRULDQ¶V YLHw of the 
Republican system. The consistent presence of problematic competition in the earlier portions 
of the Roman History amounts to a fundamental rejection of idealising historiographical 
traditions for the period. 2QHFRXOGREMHFWWKDWWKHIUDJPHQWDU\VWDWHRI'LR¶VWH[WXQGHUPLQHV
or even precludes such conclusions. However, Dio consistently focuses on competition 
throughout the Early and Middle Republic and, as I have shown elsewhere,104 competition is 
OLNHZLVH DEVROXWHO\ FHQWUDO WR 'LR¶V Late Republic. Furthermore, FRPSDULVRQV RI 'LR¶V
narrative with the parallel sources demonstrate constant deviations and unique narrative 
HOHPHQWVWKDWDUHWKRURXJKO\LQIRUPHGE\'LR¶VEURDGHULQWHUSUHWDWLYHIRFXVRQFRPSHWLWLRQ
Consequently, the coincidences of survival can not fundamentally undermine the conclusion 
that Dio had a premeditated and distinctive interpretation centred on competition.  
 'LR¶V VHHPLQJGLVWLQFWLYHQHVVPRUHRYHU FRXOG EH H[SODLQHGDZD\E\ WKH VXSSRVHG
existence of a source no longer extant today but followed by Dio.105 +RZHYHU 'LR¶V
interpretative focus on competition spans the entire Republic and is unparalleled among the 
other Late Republican sources as well.106 Dio thus had a very different interpretative 
framework from other writers and from the outset manipulated his material to support it. The 
idea that a single source furnished Dio with this interpretation and all the necessary narrative 
material is therefore highly speculative and implicitly accepts 1LVVHQ¶VµOaw¶ZKLFKDVVXPHV 
that ancient historians generally worked from one principal source at a time.107 
 2QH UHDVRQ IRU'LR¶V IRFXV RQ FRPSHWLWLRQ LV WKH*UHHN KLVWRULDQ¶V LGHD RI KXPDQ
nature where competition is a central aspect. However, Rees and Burden-Strevens have 
                                                          
104
 Lindholmer 2016; forthcoming 2018; forthcoming 2019a; forthcoming 2019b. 
105




 This often unsupported idea continues to permeate studies of Dio despite the hazy state of modern 
knowledge about ancient working methods. See e.g. Simons 2009 or Westall 2016. For a contrasting view, see 
Rich 1989, 89±92; Lindholmer 2016, 21±23, 36±37. 
 217 
 
shown that in the Augustan age, problematic competition almost vanishes or changes 
drastically, and its negative manifestations in the Early and Middle Republic therefore remain 
striking and in contrast to other sources.108 It furthermore suggests that the destructive 
competition of this period emerges from and is facilitated by the Republican governmental 
form in itself rather than merely from human nature or the character of individuals. 
1HYHUWKHOHVV FRPSHWLWLRQ LQ 'LR¶V (DUO\ DQG 0LGGOH Republic always stays within the 
overall boundaries of republican tradition. This is a clear contrast to the Late Republic and 
Dio thereby manages, in a sophisticated and premeditated manner, to emphasise the 
differences in severity and perniciousness between competition in the earlier and Late 
Republic. However, Dio simultaneously succeeds in breaking with the historiographical 
µLGHDO¶RIWKHVHHDUOLHUSHULRGV by consistently including destructive competition and hereby 
creates a two-layered presentation of the age. Through the constant inclusion of problematic 
competition also in the earlier Republic, Dio achieves continuity and coherence in his 
interpretation of Republican political culture.109  
 The change in competition in the Late Republic could also constitute the main reason 
for the fall of the Republic itself.110 This is supported in the first fragments of the Late 
Republic which are completely dominated by a far more severe and destructive competition 
than seen previously in the narrative, which is the most central transformation as we move 
into this period. Furthermore, it was essential for Dio to show that the problems of the 
Republic were not just the doings of Caesar or Pompey but rather inherent in the political 
structure from the start. In this argument, the rejection of the ideal of the earlier Republic was 
absolutely fundamental. Dio thus puts together a coherent and premeditated overarching 
interpretation that undermines the arguments of Millar and Lintott and even defies the more 
cautious criticisms by Simons or Kemezis.111 It furthermore undermines Kuhn-&KHQ¶V DQG
5HHV¶ DUJXPHQWV WKDW 'LR¶V DFFRXQW ZDV SULPDULO\ FUHDWHG WKURXJK D PRUDOLVLQJ
perspective.112 Human nature was certainly important but is suborned to the workings of the 
SROLWLFDOVWUXFWXUHZKLFKLV'LR¶VFHQWUDODUHQDRILQYHVWLJDWion. 
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a distinctive historical interpretation that deserves attention in its own right.113 Dio emerges 
as an independent and assertive historian who has been unfairly criticised for his lack of 
interpretative skill. Dio has also often been criticised for not understanding the Roman 
Republic and been seen as an inferior source for the Early and Middle Republic compared to 
for example Livy or Polybius.114 +RZHYHU'LR¶VIRFXVRQFRPSHWLWLRQDVDFHQWUDOSDUWRIWKH
Roman political system from the start and on the consequent problems parallels modern 
interpretations of the period to a larger degree than any other source. Dio, then, is our most 
developed source for the absolutely central problem of Republican competition. Arguably we 
have underestimated the importance of Dio in shaping modern ideas about the Republic and 
will profit from taking his broader interpretation of this period into account.  
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7KHVSHHFKHVLQWKHIUDJPHQWDU\HDUO\ERRNVRI'LR¶VRoman History have received relatively 
little attention, and judgements passed on them have tended to be unfavourable. Millar, for 
example, VSHDNVGLVPLVVLYHO\RI WKH³rhetorical PRUDOL]LQJVRI WKH HDUO\ERRNV´.1 Recently, 
however, Kemezis has presented a much more positive assessment of these speeches, in the 
FRXUVHRIKLVVXEWOHGLVFXVVLRQRI'LR¶VKDQGOLQJRIKLVWRULFDOSHULRGL]DWLRQ.HPH]is 2014, 
90± .HPH]LV GUDZV D VWURQJ FRQWUDVW EHWZHHQ WKH VSHHFKHV LQ 'LR¶V DFFRXQW RI WKH
collapse of the Republic in the extant books and those in the earlier books covering the period 
when republican government was still operating effectively. In the earlier books, in his view, 
 
speeches appear to have been more numerous and to have been arranged in more 
FRPSOH[FOXVWHUVRIGHEDWH«Dio chooses to dramatise a decision-making process 
based on apparently genuine deliberative oratory. There is no evidence that the 
speakers in these Republican debates are speaking in their own personal interests 
or in those of men who control thePDQGWKH\DSSHDUWREHOLHYH«that the courses 
RIDFWLRQ WKH\DGYRFDWH DUH«LQ WKHSXEOLF LQWHUHVWResults of these debates are 
not pre-determined from DQLQWHUQDOSHUVSHFWLYHDQG«people act differently and 
positively based on reactions to speakers.2  
 
By contrast, in the extant books,  
 
speeches will be relatively sparse, and few if any of them will inform decisions 
that lead to eIIHFWLYH DFWLRQ 0RVW«consist either of the dynasts presenting 
transparent lies or of figures such as Cicero making arguments that turn out to 
KDYHQRLQIOXHQFHRQWKHDFWXDOFRXUVHRIHYHQWV'LR¶VSXUSRVHLQUHODWLQJWKHVH
speeches is not, as before, to explain the reasoning and motivation behind key 
decisions. Rather, he means to portray rhetoric itself, and how it functioned, what 
                                                          
1
 Millar 1961, 13. For his assessment of the speeches in these books see Millar 1961, 12±14; 1964, 78±83. 
2
 Kemezis 2014, 106±107. 
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sorts of propaganda were effective, and how impotent more enlightened forms of 
discourse might be.3 
 
Kemezis (2014, 106±107 n. 35) supports his interpretation with a listing of speeches in the 
fragmentary books which is fuller than that given by Schwartz (1899, 1718), but still 
admittedly selective. A further listing has recently been provided by de Franchis (2016, 203±
204) of the speeches in these books which are paralleled in Livy.  
)RUDFORVHUDVVHVVPHQWRI'LR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKLQWKHHDUO\ERRNVDIXOOHULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
is required of the individual speech episodes and their reconstruction from the fragmentary 
remains. No such inquiry has yet been undertaken, and the present paper offers a first 
attempt.4 7KH ILUVW WZR VHFWLRQV SURYLGH VRPHSUHOLPLQDU\ REVHUYDWLRQV RQ VSHHFK LQ'LR¶V
extant books and a consideration of the methodological issues posed by the identification and 
assessment of the speech episodes in the fragmentary early books. In the following sections 





'LR¶V %RRNV 6±60, covering the years 69 BC to AD 46, are preserved in one or more 
manuscripts, although with a few gaps in Book 36 and numerous gaps from 55.9 (6 BC) on. 
These books, as preserved, contain fourteen extended speech episodes, tabulated in Table 1, 
DQG VFKRODUO\ GLVFXVVLRQ RI 'LR¶V XVH RI VSHHFK LQ WKHVH ERRNV KDV FRQFHQWUDWHG DOPRVW
exclusively on these episodes. They comprise eight single speeches, four multi-speech 
debates, and two dialogues, of which one (Cicero/Philiscus) consists just of shorter exchanges 
and in the other such exchanges lead into a longer speech by Livia. The episodes thus include 
eighteen extended speeches overall.  
&DHVDU¶V IRXU-chapter speech to the senate is much the shortest of these extended 
speech episodes; most range from seven to fourteen chapters,  and there are two monsters 
                                                          
3
 Kemezis 2014, 111. The contrast which Kemezis draws between these two groups of speeches is linked to his 
view that Dio portrays the Late Republic as a time of dynasteia (personal power) rather than demokratia 
(republican government), a distinction which, DV KH DFNQRZOHGJHV LV UDWKHU VKDUSHU WKDQ 'LR¶V RZQ XVDJH





QRV   HDFK DOPRVW WKH HTXLYDOHQW RI D ERRN¶V OHQJWK 7KH HSLVRGHV DUH DOVR YHU\
unevenly distributed across Books 36±60: thus substantial parts of Books 38, 44±46 and 52 
are taken up by extended speech episodes, but there are none at all in Books 39±40, 47±49 
and 57±60, covering the periods 57±50 and 42±32 BC DQGIURP$XJXVWXV¶GHDWKWRAD 46. 
 Another notable feature is that all the speech in these episodes is in direct discourse. 
Other writers, Greek as well as Latin, often move between indirect and direct discourse and 
have extended passages or whole speeches in indirect discourse, but Dio uses exclusively 
direct discourse for extended speech.5 
There is a wide variation in the audiences for these episodes. Three are private 
conversations (nos. 2, 10, 12), and three take place in army camps (nos. 3, 4, 9). The 
remaining episodes all take place on public occasions at Rome, but even here deliberative 
oratory plays a relatively small part. Only four of these episodes relate to meetings at which 
decisions are taken (nos. 1, 6, 8, 11), and even here much of the oratory is in other modes, for 
example invective in the Cicero/Calenus debate. 
Dio nowhere in his extant work makes any statement about the principles he observed 
in composing speeches.6 He would probably have paid lip service to the requirement of 
appropriateness to speaker and subject, as enunciated, for example, by Lucian.7 However, he 
could handle even this with considerable freedom, as when he makes Maecenas present 
patently anachronistic recommendations. For almost all of his extended speech episodes he 
seems to have had some evidence that one or more speeches were made on the occasion, and 
perhaps only the Cicero/Philiscus dialogue is a complete invention. The endings of several 
speeches conform to well-established traditions, for example that the audience responded 
µ<RX¶ ZKHQ &DWXOXV DVNHG WKHP ZKR FRXOG WDNH RYHU WKH SLUDWH FRPPDQG LI DQ\WKLQJ
happened to Pompey; that Caesar at Vesontio made an effective threat to rely just on the 
Tenth Legion against Ariovistus; DQGWKDW$QWRQ\XVHG&DHVDU¶VKRQRXUVDQGKLVEORRGVWDLQHG
                                                          
5
 2QDQFLHQWKLVWRULFDOZULWHUV¶XVHRIGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWGLVFRXUVe see Laird 1997, 116±152; Foster 2012; Zali 
2015, 4±5, 45±99, 317±326. 
6
 Contra Fomin 2016, 228±229, no reference to speeches can be intended at F 1.2, where Dio insists that his use 
of fine style is not incompatible with veracity.  
7
 Lucian, Hist. Consc. 58: ΥἢȞ įȑ ʌȠĲİ țĮΥὶ ȜȩȖȠȣȢ ΥἐȡȠΥ?ȞĲȐ ĲȚȞĮ įİȒıΥ? İΥ?ıȐȖİȚȞ, ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐȠȚțȩĲĮ ĲΥ? 
ʌȡȠıȫʌΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȡȐȖȝĮĲȚ ȠΥ?țİΥ?Į ȜİȖȑıșȦ, ΥἔʌİȚĲĮ ΥὡȢ ıĮĳȑıĲĮĲĮ țĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ. ʌȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἐĳİΥ�ἡĮȓ ıȠȚ ĲȩĲİ țĮΥὶ 
Υ?ȘĲȠȡİΥ?ıĮȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚįİΥ?ȟĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȜȩȖȦȞ įİȚȞȩĲȘĲĮ. For earlier assertions of the principle of appropriateness to 
speaker and subject see Callisthenes, FGrHist 124 F 44; D.H. Thuc. 36; Quint. 3.8.48±49. Marincola 2007 is an 
excellent general discussion of speeches in ancient historians. 
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toga to provoke the funeral crowd to riot.8 For the greater part of his speeches, however, Dio 
evidently felt free to invent, and just how radically he was ready to depart from versions 
given in earlier histories (where they existed) is shown by the only instance where one of his 
H[WDQWVSHHFKHVFDQEHFRPSDUHGZLWKLWVOLNHO\VRXUFHQDPHO\&DHVDU¶VVSHHFKDW9HVRQWLR9 
  After instructing his aspirant historian on the need for appropriateness and clarity in 
VSHHFKHV/XFLDQDOORZVWKDW³then you can play thHRUDWRUDQGVKRZ\RXUHORTXHQFH´. 'LR¶V
rhetorical education certainly shows through strongly in his extended speeches. They make 
heavy use of commonplaces, and many of them conform to standard patterns which served as 
W\SLFDOH[HUFLVHVLQWKHVFKRROVZKLOH'LR¶VSUHGLOHFWLRQIRUHFKRLQJFODVVLFDO*UHHNDXWKRUV
above all Thucydides, is here at its most marked.10 Such features have prompted negative 
DVVHVVPHQWWKXVIRU0LOODU'LRLQFRPSRVLQJKLVVSHHFKHVXVXDOO\VRXJKWµQRWWR
illuminate the situation, but to wULWHDUKHWRULFDOHODERUDWLRQ«of the moral issues involved in 
LW¶11 More recent work, however, has shown that Dio used his extended speeches both for 
dramatic purposes and to explore historical issues he regarded as important.12  
$NH\SDUWRIPRVWRIWKHVHVSHHFKHV¶IXQFWLRQLVGUDPDWLFLURQ\'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRIWHQ
brings out the disingenuousness RIVSHDNHUV¶FODLPVWKXVERWK3RPSH\DQG2FWDYLDQSURIHVV
to decline powers which they are eager to hold (36.24.5, 53.2.6), and Caesar at Vesontio 
justifies as in the public interest the extension of the warfare in Gaul to which he is in fact 
impelled by personal ambition (38.31.1, 34.1±3). Other speeches yield ironies of a different 
kind. Catulus, whom Dio has commended as disinterestedly concerned for the common good 
SRLQWVRXWWKHGDQJHUVRI3RPSH\¶VJUHDWFRPPDQGIRUWKH5HSXEOLFbut 
the alternative solutions he proposes for the pirate problem are impractical, and we know that 
his opposition must fail. Philiscus warns Cicero that return to political life may lead to his 
                                                          
8
 Catulus: 36.36a (Xiphilinus) ~ Cic. Leg. Man. 59; Sall. Hist. 5.24 M; Val. Max. 8.15.9; Vell. 2.32.1; Plut. 
Pomp. &LFHUR¶VUHIHUHQFHQHHGQRWVKRZWKDWWKLVLQFLGHQWWRRNSODFHDWWKHGHEDWHRYHUWKH lex Manilia, 
not the lex Gabinia, as argued by Lintott 1997, 2521±2522, and Rodgers 2008, and in any case the other sources 
show that its association with the lex Gabinia was established in the tradition long before Dio). Caesar: 38.46.3±
47.2 ~ Caes. BG 1.40.14±41.3; Plut. Caes. 19.4±5; Frontin. Strat. 1.11.3. Antony: 44.48±49 ~ App. B. Civ. 
2.144±146; Plut. Ant. 14.7; Brut. 20.4 (variant version at Suet. Iul. 84.2; see Pelling 1988, 153±154). 
9
 )RUFRPSDULVRQRI'LR¶VYHUVLRQZLWK&DHVDU¶VDWBG 1.40 see Lachenaud & Coudry 2011, lxi-lxvi; Kemezis 
2016. 
10
 2QWKHUKHWRULFDOHOHPHQWVLQ'LR¶VVSHHFKHVsee now Bellissime 2016; Fomin 2016. 
11
 Similar judgements also at Millar 1964, 79; Gowing 1992, 264. 
12
 See especially Burden-Strevens 2015; 2016; Coudry 2016; Kemezis 2014, 104±135; 2016. 
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death, as we know that eventually it did. Cicero in his Amnesty speech makes a powerful plea 
for a return to ancestral concord, but we know that this is no longer viable, and, as Calenus 
points out, Cicero himself plays a crucial part in destroying concord by his intemperate 
assault on Antony. The ironies which accumulate across these speeches thus all serve to 
UHLQIRUFH'LR¶VYLHZWKDWWKHGRZQIDOORIWKH5HSXEOLFLQKLVWHUPLQRORJ\ demokratia) was 
made inevitable by the pressures of ambition and jealousy, and stability could only be 
restored through the establishment of a monarchical system structured on the lines which he 
has represented Maecenas as recommending.13 
$OWKRXJK VFKRODUO\ GLVFXVVLRQ RI VSHHFK LQ'LR¶V H[WDQW ERRNV KDV EHHQ FRQFHUQHG
almost exclusively with the extended speech episodes considered so far, these books in fact 
contain many shorter speech episodes, ranging from brief interjections and single sentences 
to longer passages, a few of which are up to about a chapter in length. Unlike the extended 
episodes exclusively in direct discourse, these shorter episodes display a range of modes: 
some are just in direct discourse, some just report speech, and some mix reports with 
passages in direct discourse. Moreover, speech reports may range in their detail from mere 
statements that speech occurred to full representations of what was said in indirect 
discourse.14 
 Many of the very short direct-discourse episodHV DUH LQ HIIHFW µRQH-OLQHUV¶²notable 
remarks of a sentence or less, typically made by a Roman magistrate, senator or emperor or 
by humbler folk exhibiting frankness (parrhesia).15 :KLOHVRPHZLOOEH'LR¶VRZQLQYHQWLRQ
many will have been attested bon mots, and quite a number are found in other sources as 
well. 
 A good many of these shorter episodes are records of speeches made on public 
occasions in Rome or to armies, and thus represent opportunities for extended speeches 
which Dio chose not to take up. Often we are told merely that a speech was made or little 
more. Some of these accounts, however, include both a report of what was said and one or 
more SDVVDJHV LQ GLUHFW GLVFRXUVH DV IRU3RPSH\¶V VSHHFK LQ VXSSRUW RI&DHVDU¶V DJUDULDQ
law (38.5.1±  &UDVVXV¶ LOO-omened speech to his soldiers at the start of his Parthian 
campaign (40.19.1±DQG*DLXV¶VSHHFKSUDLVLQJ7LEHULXVDQGUHVWRULQJmaiestas (59.16.1±
                                                          
13
 )RU'LR¶VEHOLHILQPRQDUFK\DVWKHRQO\YLDEOHV\VWHPIRU5RPHRQce it had acquired its empire see 44.1.2±
5, 47.39.4±5, 53.19.1, 54.6.1. 
14
 For refined discrimination of speech modes see Laird 1999, 87±101. 
15




senate and people on his arrival in Rome at the start of the civil war (41.15.2±16.1), or for the 
FRPPDQGHUV¶VSHHFKHVWRWKHLUDUPLHVEHIRUHWKHbattles of Pharsalus and Philippi (41.57.1±3, 
45.42.2± 'LR¶V DZDUHQHVV RI WKHLU LQHYLWDEOH VLPLODULW\ HYLGHQWO\ OHG KLP WR OLPLW WKH
number of extended pre-battle speeches he included, and for these civil wars he graced only 
the decisive conflict at Actium with full-dress orations. 
 Sometimes, too, short passages in direct discourse occur as part of a report of 
H[WHQGHG H[FKDQJHV HLWKHU LQ SXEOLF DV IRU&DHVDU¶V TXHOOLQJ RI WKH YHWHUDQPXWLQ\ LQ 
(42.53±54), or in private, as when Porcia wounds herself to convince her husband Brutus that 
she could be trusted (44.13.2±4) and Cleopatra attempts to seduce her captor Octavian 
(51.12.2±13.1). The last two passages show Dio exploiting speech to the full for vivid 
narration of scenes of high emotion.16 
 Table 2 tabulates the distribution of direct-GLVFRXUVH VSHHFK DFURVV 'LR¶V H[WDQW
books, distinguishing between the extended speech episodes, all of which occupy several 
chapters and are exclusively in direct discourse, and the short speech episodes of no more 
than a chapter in length, of which some are just in direct discourse and others mix direct 
discourse with speech report.  The books are here divided into units of four to six books to 
take account of content, with Books 45±50 grouped together because the Cicero/Calenus 
debate straddles Books 45 and 46 and Books 51±56 as covering the sole reign of Augustus. 
 The most notable feature of the table is the different pattern of Books 57±60, covering 
the years after the death of Augustus. These four books contain no extended speeches, a 
longer continuous stretch without such speeches than at any earlier point in the extant books, 
but, despite the imperfect preservation of these books, they contain a much higher number of 
short direct-discourse speech episodes than their extant predecessors. 
 Enough is preserved of Books 61±80 in the fragments and epitomators to show that 
they continued this new pattern established in Books 57±60. Extended direct-discourse 
speech episodes were now very infrequent: only two such episodes, as preserved, occupy 
PXOWLSOH FKDSWHUV QDPHO\ %RXGLFFD¶V DQG 6XHWRQLXV 3DXOOLQXV¶ DGGUHVVHV WR WKHLU WURRSV
before their battle (62.3±DQG0DUFXV$XUHOLXV¶VSHHFKWRKLVDUP\DWWKHWLPHRI$YLGLXV
&DVVLXV¶UHYROW4±26).17 However, shorter passages in direct discourse remain frequent.  
                                                          
16
 2Q'LR¶V DQG 3OXWDUFK¶V KDQGOLQJ RI &OHRSDWUD¶V HQFRXQWHU ZLWK 2FWDYLDQ see Reinhold 1988, 134±135 
(noting unusual diction); Pelling 1988, 313±315. 
17
 2Q7DFLWXV¶DQG'LR¶VVSHHFhes for Boudicca see Adler 2008 and 2011, 119±161. 
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0DQ\ RI WKHVH DUH EULHI UHPDUNV EXW VRPH SDVVDJHV DUH VRPHZKDW IXOOHU WKXV 9LQGH[¶V
speech rousing the Gauls to revolt is reported with a direct-discourse peroration (63.22.2±6), 
2WKR¶VH[FKDQJHVZLWKKLV VROGLers before his suicide are reported with several passages in 
direct discourse (64.11±14), and Hadrian makes a direct-discourse deathbed speech 
announcing the adoption of Antoninus (69.20.2±5).18  
Although it has often been noticed that extended speeches pla\HGOLWWOHSDUWLQ'LR¶V
narrative after Augustus, it has generally been overlooked that this was compensated by 
substantially greater use of short utterances. The reduction in extended speeches is hardly to 
EHDWWULEXWHGDVE\0LOODUWR'LR¶V maturing as a historian or to a lack of models 
in earlier accounts. Rather, the new, post-$XJXVWDQSDWWHUQVXUHO\UHIOHFWHG'LR¶VYLHZRIWKH
different character of imperial history and how it should be handled. His narrative was now 
dominated by individuDOHPSHURUV¶FKDUDFWHUDVUXOHUVDQGKHLQFOXGHGH[WHQGHGDVVHVVPHQWV
of each emperor at the beginning and end of their reign.19 In view of the greater secrecy of 
political life, on which he remarked at 53.19, Dio seems to have regarded extended speeches 
aV QRZ OHVV DSSURSULDWH EXW LQVWHDG HQOLYHQHG KLV QDUUDWLYH ZLWK WKH HPSHURUV¶ RIWHQ
shocking) remarks and the ripostes of subjects bold enough to answer back. The worse the 
emperor the richer the conversational crop they were likely to yield, and the reign of Nero 
unsurprisingly wins the prize (39 short direct-discourse episodes). It is notable, however, that 
'LRVZLWFKHG WR WKLVQHZPRGHQRWZLWK WKHVWDUWRI$XJXVWXV¶VROH UXOHEXWRQO\DIWHUKLV
death. 
We shall need to take account of the phenomena noted in this section when attempting 
WRUHFRQVWUXFW'LR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKLQWKHIUDJPHQWDU\HDUO\ERRNV:HPXVWVHHNQRWRQO\WR
identify speech episodes, but also to determine their type, discriminating between  extended 
direct-discourse episodes and shorter speech episodes. 
 
5HFRQVWUXFWLQJVSHHFKHSLVRGHVLQ'LR¶V%RRNV1±35: methodological issues 
 
'LR¶V ILUVW  ERRNV VXUYLYH IRU XVPDLQO\ LQ YHUEDWLP IUDJPHQWV SUHVHUYHG DV H[WUDFWV LQ
Byzantine anthologies or lexica, and in epitomised form in the world history of John Zonaras, 
DQGRXUNQRZOHGJHRI'LR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKLQWKHVHERRNVGHSHQGVRQWKHVHVRXUFHV2XUPDLQ
sources of verbatim fragments, and the only sources preserving fragments with direct 




 2QELRJUDSKLFDOHOHPHQWVLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIthe imperial period see Pelling 1997; Coltelloni-Trannoy 2016. 
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discourse, are three of the four surviving volumes of historical excerpts made for Constantine 
VII, two lexica with the titles ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ µ2Q 6\QWD[¶ DQG ȈȣȞĮȖȦȖΥ? ȤȡȘıȓȝȦȞ 
ȜȑȟİȦȞ µ&ROOHFWLRQ RI 8VHIXO ([SUHVVLRQV¶), and the Florilegium falsely ascribed to 
Maximus the Confessor.20 Some fragments preserved in these sources are also cited in later 
works such as the Suda.  
The distribution of the direct-discourse fragments across these sources is shown in 
Table 3. Some fragments are cited by more than one of these sources, and the overall total for 
citations is accordingly higher than for fragments. For many of these fragments the presence 
RIGLUHFWGLVFRXUVHLVPDGHFOHDUE\FRQWH[WRUE\PDWFKLQJZLWKRWKHUIUDJPHQWVRU=RQDUDV¶
narrative, but for others direct discourse is indicated only by grammatical features like first or 
second person verbs. In the table, italics indicate fragments whose attribution to direct 
discourse should be regarded as doubtful, and which are accordingly totalled separately. 
These comprise fragments which DiR¶VHGLWRU%RLVVHYDLQDVVLJQHGWRVSHHFKHVEXWIRUZKLFK
this attribution is in my judgement questionable (36.13; 40.14±16; 55.3a, 57.6a), and others 
which I would be inclined to assign to speeches, but Boissevain does not (12.1±3a, 8±9, 11). 
It should be noted that the unsatisfactory conventional  numeration of the fragments, 
established by Bekker and retained by Boissevain in his still standard edition, fails to 
differentiate the individual fragments as they are preserved by the excerpting sources, and 
instead groups them together by topic, so that, for example, the 27 fragments relating to the 
First Punic War are all assigned to F 43 and the 53 fragments relating to the Second Punic 
War to F 0RUHRYHUDOWKRXJKUHWDLQLQJ%HNNHU¶VQXPHUDWLRQBoissevain rejected some of 
the fragments he had included and made changes to his ordering. The fragments are listed in 
7DEOHLQ%RLVVHYDLQ¶VRUGHU 
As Table 3 shows, our most fertile source for direct-discourse fragments is the 
Constantinian collection of excerpts on ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ (maxims), now usually known as the 
Excerpta de sententiis (hereafter, ES). This collection is also the most productive of Dio 
fragments overall, but for direct-discourse fragments the disparity is more marked, with the 
excerpts on embassies of foreign peoples to the Romans (Excerpta de legationibus gentium 
ad Romanos, hereafter ELg) and on virtues and vices (Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis, 
                                                          
20
 For further discussion of these sources see Mallan, this volume. On the Constantinian Excerpts see also 
Flusin 2002; Roberto 2009; Németh 2010; 2013; Treadgold 2013, 153±165. Modern editions are now available 
for the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ (Petrova 2006), the ȈȣȞĮȖȦȖΥ? (Cunningham 2003), and the Florilegium of Ps.-
Maximus (Ihm 2001), and references below are to the numerations of these editions (with the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ 
ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ cited as Synt.). 
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hereafter EV) yielding just three such fragments between them.21 The value of ES is enhanced 
by the fact that, like the other Constantinian collections, its excerpts are arranged in the order 
LQZKLFKWKH\DSSHDUHGLQ'LR¶VRULJLQDOJUHDWO\DVVLVWLQJWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIFRQWH[W6DGO\
however, this collection survives only in a defective manuscript: there are four-page gaps in 
WKHPLGGOHRIWKHDFFRXQWRI3\UUKXV¶FRQVXOWDWLRQZLWKKLVDGYLVHUVLQEHWZHHQ) 40.30 
and 31 = ES 101±102) and between the years 256 and 236 (between F 43.21 and 46.2 = ES 
124±125), and the manuscript breaks off altogether in late 216. As a result, we have far fewer 
direct-discourse fragments for the period after 216. 
The passages selected by the excerptor of ES vary widely in character, from 
generalising reflections to passages of narrative whose relevance to a collection of ȖȞΥ?ȝĮȚ is 
QRWUHDGLO\DSSDUHQW:KLOHVRPHRIWKHFROOHFWLRQ¶VGLUHFW-discourse extracts are merely short 
passages from speeches, others are quite lengthy, and sometimes include not just full 
utterances but also their narrative context. As with the other Constantinian collections, the 
extracts are verbatim, but liable to certain modifications, in particular distortion at the 
beginnings and ends of extracts and deletions elsewhere of material which the excerptor 
deemed superfluous.22 
The manuscripts of the surviving Constantinian collections include cross-references to 
a number of the lost collections, and one of these had the title On Public Speeches (ȆİȡΥὶ 
įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ).23 This was evidently the primary repository in the Constantinian Excerpts for 
extracts from speeches made in public contexts, and its loss has greatly impoverished our 
knowledge of the speeches in the fragmentary parts of Dio and other Greek historians. As we 
shall see, one such cross-reference attests an otherwise unknown Dio speech for Valerius 
Publicola (F 13.2), and the inclusion of another speech in this collection can be inferred from 
the wording of a surviving extract (F 36.6±7). 
The ȈȣȞĮȖȦȖΥ? yields only one direct-discourse fragment (F 57.47), but a good 
number are preserved by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ. These are all short extracts cited 
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 On these cross-references see Büttner-Wobst 1906, 107±120; Németh 2010, 207±210; Mallan, this volume. 
As Büttner-Wobst notes (1906, 109±110), the two cross-references to the ȆİȡΥὶ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ which relate to 
surviving histories concern speeches by or before rulers, thus confirming that the collection was not limited to 
speeches in popular assemblies, but drew on speeches made in any public context. 
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merely as grammatical illustrations, and, while the context of some can be established, for 
others it remains obscure.  
Most of the Dio fragments preserved in these two lexica are cited by book number, 
and this constitutes our sole evidence for the book structure of the fragmentary books. 
However, book numbers are particularly vulnerable to scribal error, and no fewer than 21 of 
the 57 citations from extant books of Dio in the ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ give false book numbers. 
Thus this evidence can only be used with complete confidence to establish the book in which 
Dio dealt with any particular set of events when two or more fragments with cited book 
numbers provide corroboration. I have discussed elsewhere (Rich 2016) the limited 
FRQFOXVLRQVZKLFKFDQEHGUDZQIRUWKHERRNGLVWULEXWLRQRI'LR¶VILUVWERRNV7KHSUHFLVH
allocation of fragments to individual books made in Boissevain¶V HGLWLRQ DQG WDNHQ RYHU
largely unchanged by subsequent editors goes far beyond what the evidence permits. 
The Florilegium of Ps.-Maximus is a collection of generalised moralising reflections 
ascribed (not always accurately) to their authors and arranged under various ethical headings. 
The work exists now in three recensions, which its recent editor Ihm has termed respectively 
MaxI, MaxII and MaxU. Only the last two include extracts from Dio. The full set of Dio 
extracts is given by MaxII. MaxU is a modified version of MaxII with many chapters 
UHRUGHUHG DQG PDQ\ H[WUDFWV RPLWWHG LQFOXGLQJ VRPH RI WKH 'LR H[WUDFWV ,KP¶V ZRUN LV
SULPDULO\DQHGLWLRQRI0D[8EXWDOVRJLYHVGHWDLOVRIHDFKH[WUDFW¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQLQWKHRWKHU
recensions. For each extract she gives a double reference number, according to its position 
first in MaxU and then in MaxII.24 
Some of the Florilegium¶V'LRIUDJPHQWVFDQEHFRQILGHQWO\DVVLJQHG IURPFRQWH[W
or overlap, to identifiable speeches. For others the context is uncertain and in some cases it is 
not clear that they derive from a speech at all. Boissevain assigns some of these to a specific 
speech simply because an adjacent fragment in the Florilegium can be assigned to that speech 
or nearby. He acknowledges the weakness of this argument, but later scholars have accepted 
these attributions unquestioningly, and this has contributed to the appearance of bland 
PRUDOL]LQJ LQ VRPH RI 'LR¶V IUDJPHQWDU\ VSHHFhes. In what follows the Florilegium 
fragments will be discounted except when a good case can be made for their assignment to a 
specific speech.  
                                                          
24
 On the Florilegium and on the principles of her edition see Ihm 2001, i±iii, cv±cvii, with the helpful review 
of Christidis 2002. 
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 Zonaras used Dio as his principal source for Roman history down to 146 BC, and 
provides a crucial complement WR WKH IUDJPHQWV IRU RXU NQRZOHGJH RI 'LR¶V HDUO\ ERRNV
&RPSDULVRQRI=RQDUDV¶YHUVLRQZLWKH[WDQWSDUWVRI'LRVKRZVWKDWDOWKRXJKDEULGJLQJ'LR
throughout, he often reproduces him quite fully, borrowing much of his language, but 
elsewhere omits substantial amounts of material or summarises it thinly. Unfortunately, 
=RQDUDVSUHIHUUHGWRXVH3OXWDUFK¶VOLYHVRI5RPXOXV1XPD3XEOLFRODDQG&DPLOOXVDVKLV
main source for the periods they covered, adding only a few details from Dio, and so for 
these perioGV OLWWOH RI'LR¶V RULJLQDO FDQ EH GLVFHUQHG IURP KLV DFFRXQW:RUVH VWLOO'LR¶V
account of the years after 146 BC was not available to Zonaras, and he accordingly omitted 
this period from his work altogether. His narrative resumed in 70 BC, but initially drew just 
RQ3OXWDUFK¶VOLYHVRI&DHVDUDQG3RPSH\=RQDUDVUHWXUQHGWR'LRDVKLVPDLQVRXUFHIURP
WKHGHDWKRI&DHVDUPDNLQJVRPHXVHDOVRRI3OXWDUFK¶VOLYHVRI$QWRQ\DQG%UXWXVDQGWKHQ
continued to depend on Dio up to the reign of Nerva, after whiFKKHWXUQHGLQVWHDGWR'LR¶V
epitomator Xiphilinus.25 
 In his preface Zonaras contrasted his own summary history favourably with more 
grandiose works whose features included rhetorically elaborated speeches.26 However, 
speech is in fact by no means absent from his work. Valuable insight into how he handled this 
DVSHFWRI'LR¶VKLVWRU\PD\EHREWDLQHGE\FRPSDULQJ=RQDUDV¶XVHRIVSHHFKLQKLVDFFRXQW
of the period between the deaths of Caesar and Augustus, when he was again using Dio as his 
main source, with 'LR¶V H[WDQW RULJLQDO27 Zonaras, like Dio, liked to enliven his narrative 
with short passages in direct discourse, and a good number of the utterances of this kind 
included by Dio are reproduced by Zonaras, either verbatim or with only minor changes.28 Of 
the nine extended direct-GLVFRXUVHHSLVRGHVLQWKLVSDUWRI'LR¶VZRUN7DEOH below nos. 6±
=RQDUDVRPLWVDOWRJHWKHU$XJXVWXV¶DGGUHVV WR WKHequites (no. 13), and for two others 
merely reports that speeches were made (nos. 9, 14),  telling us just that Antony and Octavian 
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 2Q=RQDUDV¶VRXUFHVVHH6FKPLGW%WWQHU-Wobst 1890. In general on Zonaras and his use of Dio see 
now Simons 2009, 27±32; Fromentin 2013; Treadgold 2013, 388±399; Bellissime and Berbessou-Broustet 
2016; Mallan, forthcoming. 
26
 Praef. WKLVDQGVXEVHTXHQWSDJHUHIHUHQFHVIRU=RQDUDVDUHWR'LQGRUI¶VHGLWLRQ 
27
 See also the similar comparison by Fromentin, pp. 27±33 above, with quoted passages. 
28
 E.g. Octavian at the tomb of the Ptolemies (51.16.5 ~ Zonar. 10.31, 2.434), Maecenas on the advancement of 
Agrippa (54.6.5 ~ Zonar. 10.34, 2.441±442), Augustus to Vedius Pollio (54.23.3 ~ Zonar.  10.34, 2.443), 




each made a speech encouraging their forces before the Actium battle, and that Drusus and 
Tiberius each delivered a funeral speech for Augustus.29 For the other six episodes Zonaras 
gives summaries of the speeches, sometimes focusing in particular on their conclusions and 
recommendations: thus for the Cicero/Calenus debate (10.14, 2.378) Zonaras passes over the 
polemic which occupies tKH EXON RI WKH VSHHFKHV DQG UHSRUWV MXVW &LFHUR¶V SURSRVDO WKDW
Antony be declared an enemy and recommendations for the opposing commanders (drawing 
on Cass. 'LRDQG&DOHQXV¶FRQFOXGLQJDGYLFHWRWKHVHQDWHWRFDOORQERWKVLGHV
to lay down their arms (closely following Cass. Dio 46.27.3). In three cases Zonaras includes 
SDVVDJHVLQGLUHFWGLVFRXUVHGUDZQIURP'LR¶VRULJLQDOVWKXVKLVYHUVLRQRI$QWRQ\¶VVSHHFK
DW&DHVDU¶VIuneral (10.12, 2.373±374) summarises the earlier part, but reproduces verbatim, 
ZLWK D IHZ PLQRU RPLVVLRQV WKH ZKROH RI 'LR¶V FRQFOXGLQJ FKDSWHU  0DHFHQDV¶
assurance towards the end of his speech that, if Octavian acts as he would wish another to do 
as his ruler, he will be safe (Cass. Dio 52.39.2), is reproduced mostly verbatim (10.32, 
 DQG LQ =RQDUDV¶ YHUVLRQ RI WKH$XJXVWXV/LYLD GLDORJXH  $XJXVWXV¶
opening question (Cass. 'LR  LV UHSURGXFHG TXLWH FORVHO\ DQG /LYLD¶V FRQFOXGLQJ
response is paraphrased from Cass. Dio 55.21.2. 
 Thus ZKHQ FRQVLGHULQJ =RQDUDV¶ XVH RI VSHHFK LQ WKH VHFWLRQ RI KLV ZRUN
FRUUHVSRQGLQJ WR'LR¶V IUDJPHQWDU\ ERRNVZHPXVW EHDU LQPLQG WKDW WKH DEVHQFH RI DQ\
reference to speech in Zonaras does not show that there was no speech at the corresponding 
point in 'LR¶VRULJLQDO DQG WKDW DWSRLQWVZKHUH=RQDUDVPHUHO\ UHSRUWV WKDWD VSHHFKZDV
made, Dio may have given a full, direct-discourse speech. However, a speech report in 
Zonaras does not necessarily indicate the presence of a full speech in Dio, but sometimes 
FRUUHVSRQGV MXVW WRD VSHHFK UHSRUW LQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO30 When Zonaras gives not just a bald 
report that a speech was made, but a fuller summary of its contents, this is likely to indicate 
the presence of a direct-discourse speech in Dio, particularly when Zonaras himself includes 
D SDVVDJH LQ GLUHFW GLVFRXUVH +RZHYHU =RQDUDV¶ VXPPDULHV VKRXOG EH WDNHQ DV DW EHVW
indicators of the bare gist of a speech or its concluding recommendations, and cannot be 
regarded as sound evidence for its overall character as it stood in Dio.31 
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 Zonar     7KXV =RQDUDV SXWV 'UXVXV¶ DQG 7LEHULXV¶ VSHHFKHV RQ DQ HTXDO IRRWLQJ
whereas Dio merely reports that Drusus spoke (56.34.4), but gives Tiberius a full direct-discourse oration. 
30
 (J/HSLGXV¶VSHHFKDJDLQVW&DHVDU¶VDVVDVVLQVaZonar.  10.12, 2.378); the prospective triumvirs to 
their troops (46.56.2 ~ Zonar*DLXV¶VSHHch on his bridge (59.19.7 ~ Zonar.  11.5, 3.17). 
31
 For a salutary warning on the limitations of epitomes as evidence for lost originals see Brunt 1980. 
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 For much of the fragmentary early books, ZKDW VXUYLYHV RI'LR¶V VSHHFKHV FDQ EH
compared with the versions given by other sources, especially Livy and Dionysius. Recent 
studies have reinforced the conclusions reached long ago by Schwartz on the relationships 
between these writers and these books of Dio.32 Dio is likely to have been familiar with both 
their works, but also made use of other, mostly earlier histories, and often opts for versions of 
events at odds with those given by Livy and/or Dionysius. Urso (2016) has suggested that he 
was consciously offering an DOWHUQDWLYH WR /LY\¶V DFFRXQW²with further discussion in this 
volume²ZKLOH)URPHQWLQKDV UHDIILUPHG6FKZDUW]¶VREVHUYDWLRQ WKDWKH LV LQVRPH
respects closer to Dionysius WKDQ/LY\1RQHWKHOHVVFRPSDULVRQZLWK/LY\¶VDQG'LRQ\VLXV¶
use of speeches will help to illuminate the choices which Dio himself made. 
 
The Regal Period  
 
Sufficient fragments with identifiable context are cited in the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ to 
show that Dio devoted his first two books to the regal period.33 7KHWUDGLWLRQVDERXW5RPH¶V
kings provided historians with plenty of occasions for vivid speech, and enough survives of 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWWRVKRZWKDWKHH[SORLWHGWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUEULHIVSHHFKHVDQd exchanges in 
GLUHFWGLVFRXUVH$IUDJPHQWVKRZVWKDW'LRVWUHVVHG5RPXOXV¶WXUQWRW\UDQQ\DWWKHHQGRI
his reign aQGPDGHKLPWHOOWKHVHQDWRUV³I have chosen you, Fathers, not for you to rule me, 
EXWIRUPHWRFRPPDQG\RX´.34 Direct-discourse passages in Zonaras which must derive from 
Dio occur when Tarquin the Elder puts the augur Attus Navius to the test, Tanaquil misleads 
WKHSHRSOH WRVPRRWK6HUYLXV7XOOLXV¶SDWK WRSRZHUDQG5RPDQHQYR\V WULFN WKH(WUXVFDQ
haruspex over the Capitol portent.35  
-XOLXV3URFXOXV¶DQQRXQFHPHQWRI5RPXOXV¶DSRWKHRVLVPD\KDYHEHHQSUHVHQWHGE\
'LR DV D EULHI VSHHFK LQ GLUHFW GLVFRXUVH EXW KHUH RXU HYLGHQFH LV OHVV VHFXUH 3URFXOXV¶
declaration is presented in this way in a fragment of John of Antioch which Boissevain (1895, 
10±12) held to derive from Dio and printed as F 6.1aa, but John here may have been drawing 
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 Schwartz 1899, 1692±1697; Urso 2016 and this volume; Fromentin 2016; Franchis 2016; François 2016. See 
also my brief remarks at Rich 2016, 278, 281. 
33
 Book 2 including the reign of Tarquin the Proud: F 11.1, 7, 11, 20. See further n. 45 below; Rich 2016, 275±
276.   
34
 F 5.11 (= ES 9): ΥἐȖΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ, Υὦ ʌĮĲȑȡİȢ, ΥἐȟİȜİȟȐȝȘȞ ȠΥὐȤ ΥἵȞĮ Υ?ȝİΥ�Ἅ ΥἐȝȠΥ? ΥἄȡȤȘĲİ, ΥἀȜȜ¶ΥἵȞĮ ΥἐȖΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȚĲȐĲĲȠȚȝȚ. 
35
 Zonar.  7.8.9±10, 9.4, 11.6±7. 
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on several sources, and the only element which there is reason to ascribe to Dio is his 
description of Proculus as an eques.36 A direct-GLVFRXUVH IUDJPHQWFLWHGDV IURP'LR¶V ILUVW
ERRNZDVDWWULEXWHGWR3URFXOXV¶VSHHFKE\*XWVFKPLGEXW WKHFRQWH[W LVTXLWH
uncertain and the book attribution may be wrong.37 
In two Constantinian fragments Dio supplies short, impassioned speeches for female 
speakers at moments of high drama, as he was later to do for Porcia and Cleopatra. Each 
fragment preserves not just the speech, but the narrative context in which it was embedded. In 
the first, Hersilia and the other Sabine women intervene between the opposing armies to 
reconcile their fathers and their Roman husbands, speaking as follows:38  
 
Ĳȓ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ʌȠȚİΥ?Ĳİ ʌĮĲȑȡİȢ Ĳȓ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ΥἄȞįȡİȢ ȝȑȤȡȚ ʌȠΥ? ȝĮȤİΥ?ıșİ ȝȑȤȡȚ ʌȠΥ? 
ȝȚıȒıİĲİ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ țĮĲĮȜȜȐȖȘĲİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȖĮȝȕȡȠΥ?Ȣ țĮĲĮȜȜȐȖȘĲİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌİȞșİȡȠΥ?Ȣ. 
ĳİȓıĮıșİʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥ? ȆĮȞΥὸȢĲΥ?ȞĲȑțȞȦȞĳİȓıĮıșİʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥ? ȀȣȡȓȞȠȣĲΥ?ȞΥἐțȖȩȞȦȞ
ΥἐȜİȒıĮĲİĲΥ?ȢșȣȖĮĲȑȡĮȢΥἐȜİȒıĮĲİĲΥ?ȢȖȣȞĮΥ?țĮȢāΥὡȢİΥἴȖİΥἀțĮĲĮȜȜȐțĲȦȢΥἔȤİĲİțĮȓ
ĲȚȢ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ ıțȘʌĲΥὸȢ ȝĮȞȓĮȢ ΥἐıʌİıΥ?Ȟ ȠΥ?ıĲȡİΥ?, ἡȝΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ įȚ¶ ΥἃȢ ȝȐȤİıșİ
ʌȡȠĮʌȠțĲİȓȞĮĲİ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌĮȚįȓĮ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ Υἃ ȝȚıİΥ?Ĳİ ʌȡȠĮʌȠıĳȐȟĮĲİ ΥἵȞĮ ȝȘįΥὲȞ ΥἔĲȚ
ȝȒĲ¶ ΥὄȞȠȝĮ ȝȒĲİ ıȪȞįİıȝȠȞ ıȣȖȖİȞİȓĮȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ ΥἔȤȠȞĲİȢ țİȡįȐȞȘĲİ ĲΥὸ 
ȝȑȖȚıĲȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ țĮțΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸ ĲȠȪȢ Ĳİ ʌȐʌʌȠȣȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȓįȦȞ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌĮĲȑȡĮȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐțȖȩȞȦȞĳȠȞİȪİȚȞ 
 
Why are you doing this, fathers? Why, husbands? Till when are you fighting? Till 
when will you hate each other? Be reconciled with your sons-in-law, be 
reconciled with your fathers-in-law. By Pan, spare your children. By Quirinus, 
spare your grandchildren. Pity your daughters, pity your wives. If indeed you are 
unreconcilable and some bolt of madness has struck you, slaughter us first, over 
whom you are fighting, and slaughter these children first whom you hate, so that, 
keeping no name or bond of kinship between each other, you may reap the reward 
                                                          
36
 John of Antioch F 59 Roberto = 11 Mariev (from the Constantinian Excerpta de insidiis, John 6). See 
Roberto 2016, 72±73; Mallan, this volume. 
37
 F 5.13 (= Synt. ʌ³LQZKLFKVWDNLQJERWKKLVERG\DQGKLV OLIHKHERUH WKHULVNIRU\RX´ΥἐȞ Υ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ 
ıΥ?ȝĮ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȥȣȤΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȡĮȕĮȜȜȩȝİȞȠȢ Υ?ʌΥὲȡ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐțȚȞįȪȞİȣıİȞ). 
38
 The episode: F 5.5±7 (= ES 7). The speech: F 5.5±6. 
 236 
 
of the greatest of crimes, killing the grandfathers of your children and the fathers 
of your grandchildren. 
 
Opening with simple paratactic sentences and well deployed anaphora, Dio here shows his 
ability to give effective expression to powerful emotion, in a version of the speech which 
compares well with those given by other ancient writers.39 
 7KHVHFRQGIUDJPHQWUHSRUWVWKHUDSHDQGVXLFLGHRI/XFUHWLD/XFUHWLD¶VVSHHFKWRKHU
father immediately before stabbing herself is another powerful and simply worded 
utterance.40 8QOLNHRWKHUYHUVLRQV'LR¶VFRQWULYHVWRLQFOXGHERWKDVXFFLQFWDFFRXQWRIZKDW
has befallen her and a call to her menfolk to liberate themselves from the tyrants.41 
 7KXV'LR¶V UHJDO QDUUDWLYHZDV HQULFKHG E\ QXPHURXV DQG YDULHG VKRUW SDVVDJHV LQ
direct discourse. It may well, however, have included none of the extended and rhetorically 
elaborated direct-discourse episodes which are such a notable feature of the extant books, as 
listed in Table 1. Only one occasion where such an episode may have been included is 
LQGLFDWHGE\=RQDUDV=RQDUDV¶DFFRXQWRI WKHDFFHVVLRQRI6HUYLXV7XOOLXVVKRZV WKDW OLNH
other sources, Dio reported him as taking power with the support of Tanaquil and 
subsequently inducing the popular assembly to elect him as king, but SeUYLXV¶GHPDJRJXHU\
was even more marked here than in the other versions: only in this account is Servius said to 
KDYH SURPLVHG FLWL]HQVKLS WR VODYHV =RQDUDV¶ UHSRUW RI WKH HOHFWRUDO DVVHPEO\ UXQV DV
IROORZV ³VXPPRQLQJ WKH SHRSOH KH DGGUHVVHG WKHP ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİ DQG E\ VD\LQJPDQ\
DWWUDFWLYH WKLQJV HQVXUHG WKDW WKH\ DW RQFH YRWHG WKHZKROH NLQJVKLS WR KLP´42 As shown 
above, such a notice in Zonaras may take the place of an extended speech in Dio, but may 
VLPSO\HFKR'LR¶VRZQUHSRUWWKDWDVSHHFKZDVPDde. If Dio did write an extended speech 
for Servius Tullius, it will have been as disgenuous as many of those in the extant books, but 
                                                          
39
 Livy 1.13.2±3 (passing from indirect to direct discourse); Plut. Rom. 18.4±7 (more long-winded). An 
alternative version in which the women address themselves to the Sabine king Titus Tatius in his camp is 
followed by Cn. Gellius, FRHist 14 F 5; D.H. AR 2.45;  App. Reg. 5. 
40
 The episode: F 11.13±19 (= EV 7). The speech: F 11.18±19. Zonaras (7.11.16) summarises the first part of 
WKH VSHHFK DV µVKH UHODWHG DOO WKDW KDG KDSSHQHG¶ ĲΥὸ įȡΥ?ȝĮ ʌΥ?Ȟ įȚȘȖȒıĮĲȠ DQG WKHQ UHSURGXFHV WKH ILQDO
sentence verbatim, with a few omissions. 
41
 )RUDQH[FHOOHQWGLVFXVVLRQRI'LR¶VKDQGOLQJRIWKHHSLVRde, including the speech, see Mallan 2014. 
42




it is perhaps more likely that he merely reported the speech in much the same terms as 
Zonaras.43  
 One speech opportunity which Dio did not exploit was the staged attack made on 
Tarquin the Proud by his son Sextus as the pretext for his feigned defection to Gabii: a 
fragment shows tKDW'LRPHUHO\UHSRUWHGKLPDV³uttering much foul abuse against his father 
as a tyrant and brHDNHURIRDWKV´.44 
 
The Foundation of the Republic 
 
Citations in the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ make it clear that, having dealt with the events up to 
the reign of Tarquin the Proud in his first two books, Dio devoted the whole of his third book 
to the first year of the Republic: fragments with identifiable context attributed to the third 
book all belong to that year, and two fragments attributed to the fourth book relate to the next 
year.45 Dio evidently chose to accord ample space to the establishment of republican 
government, just as he was later to do for the restoration of monarchy by Octavian/Augustus. 
 The traditional narrative of the establishment of the Republic provided many speech 
RSSRUWXQLWLHVIURPWKHRYHUWKURZRIWKH7DUTXLQVRQ=RQDUDV¶EULHIUHSRUWRIWKHDIWHUPDWK
RI/XFUHWLD¶VGHDWKVKRZVWKDWLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWDVLQRWKHUs, Brutus displayed her 
body in the Forum and by an address to the people (įȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢ) induced them to expel the 
7DUTXLQVDQGWKHQZHQWWRWKHDUP\DW$UGHDDQGµSHUVXDGHG¶ıȣȞȑʌİȚıİ) them to vote the 




book. A fragment attributed to that book must relate  to his expulsion.46 This is not in itself 
                                                          
43
 Dionysius supplies Servius with two successive speeches (4.9±11), and Fromentin (2016, 185±187) 
conjectures that Dio did the same. 
44
 F 11.7 (= Synt. Ȝ ĲΥὸȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ʌĮĲȑȡĮ ʌȠȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἄĲȠʌĮ ΥὡȢ țĮΥὶ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȠΥ?ȞĲĮ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡĮıʌȠȞįȠΥ?ȞĲĮ 
ȜȠȚįȠȡȒıĮȢUHSURGXFHGLQDEULdged form at Zonar. 7.10.6). 
45
 Book 3: F 12.4, 5a, 5b, discussed below. Book 4: F 14 (Cloelia), 15b (institution of the quaestorship). See 
above, n. 33. 
46




decisive, since the book attribution could be false, but it is likely that Dio, like Livy and 
Dionysius, made the overthrow of the Tarquins the end of a book and started a new book with 
the appointment of L. Iunius Brutus and L. Tarquinius Collatinus as the first consuls.  
 The next episode in the traditional story was an embassy from Tarquin and the young 
QREOHV¶FRQVSLUDF\WRUHVWRUHKLPDWWKHHPEDVV\¶VLQFLWDWLRQ,Q'LRQ\VLXV¶DFFRXQW.4±6), 
the ambassadors (reported in indirect speech) ask in the senate for Tarquin to be allowed to 
return to Rome, to stand trial, to resume the kingship if the people agreed, and, if they did 
not, to live there as a private citizen. Brutus speaks against this in a short direct-discourse 
speech, insisting that the decision to banish Tarquin and his family and the communal oath 
against their restoration must stand. The ambassadors then (also in direct discourse) request 
MXVWWKHKDQGLQJEDFNRI7DUTXLQ¶VSUoperty. This too is opposed by Brutus, but supported by 
Collatinus. The request is referred by the senate to the assembly, which narrowly decides for 
WKH UHVWRUDWLRQ RI WKH SURSHUW\ UHVFLQGHG DIWHU WKH H[SRVXUH RI WKH FRQVSLUDF\ 3OXWDUFK¶V
version (Publ. 2.3±3.3) is broadly similar, with minor divergences.47  
 Dio probably gave substantially the same account. Zonaras (7.12.1) reports the arrival 
RI 7DUTXLQ¶V HPEDVV\ VHHNLQJ KLV UHWXUQ D GHWDLO ZKLFK PXVW EH IURP 'LR EXW WKHQ
unfortunately turns to Plutarch as his source for the rest of the year, adding only a few details 
from Dio.48 However, three fragments cited as from Book 3 by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ 
ZHUHFOHDUO\VSRNHQE\7DUTXLQ¶VHPEDVV\2IWKHVHRQHFHUWDLQO\EHORQJVWRDQLQLWLDOVSHHFh 
UHTXHVWLQJ7DUTXLQ¶VUHWXUQ³That he loves you, you could get no better proof that he desires 
WR OLYH DPRQJ \RX´),49 and a second fragment is probaEO\ IURP WKH VDPH VSHHFK ³Whose 
faWKHUDOVRUXOHG\RXEODPHOHVVO\´).50 The third too could belong to this speech, but is perhaps 
more likely to come from a second speech seeking the restRUDWLRQRI7DUTXLQ¶VSURSHUW\³and 
he particularly wants to recover hLV SUHYLRXV SRVVHVVLRQV´).51 Two further direct-discourse 
fragments cited as from Book 3 by the lexicon have a less certain context, but are perhaps 
most likely to come from a speech or speeches against the embassy by Brutus (F 12.6±7 = 





 Boissevain 1895, 36±37. 
49
 F 12.5a (= Synt. İ31): ΥὅĲȚ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἀȖĮʌΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ, ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ΥἂȞ ȝİΥ?ȗȠȞ ĲİțȝȒȡȚȠȞ ȜȐȕȠȚĲİ Υἢ ΥὅĲȚ ĲȠΥ? Ĳİ ȕȓȠȣ ĲȠΥ? ʌĮȡ¶
Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐĳȓİĲĮȚ. 
50
 F 12.4 (= Synt. Į14): ȠΥ? Ȗİ țĮΥὶ Υὁ ʌĮĲΥ?ȡ ΥἀȝȑȝʌĲȦȢ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἦȡȟİȞ. 
51
 F 12.5b (= Synt. ʌ30): țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ? țȠȝȓıĮıșĮȚ ĲΥ? ʌȡȠȨʌȐȡȟĮȞĲȐ ȠΥ? ʌȠȚİΥ?ĲĮȚ.  
 239 
 
Synt. Ȝ6, İ32). That must certainly be the context of another direct-discourse fragment cited 
in the Excerpta de sententiis from DERXWWKLVSRLQW LQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH LQZKLFKOLVWHQHUVDUH
urged to judge men by their deeds, not by the deceptive professions they make as suppliants 
(F 12.10 = ES 20). Thus Dio wrote at least one and probably two direct-discourse speeches 
for the embassy and one or more direct-discourse responses for Brutus. The sequence may 
have constituted an extended episode of direct-discourse speeches, with at least some being 
the equivalent of several chapters in length. However, it remains possible that Dio, like 
Dionysius, dealt with it more briefly, with only quite short passages in direct speech.52 
 The five preceding fragments cited by the Excerpta de sententiis all consist of general 
reflections relating to the replacement of monarchy by republican government.53 In 
DFFRUGDQFHZLWK WKH&RQVWDQWLQLDQH[FHUSWRUV¶ UHJXODUSUDFWLFH WKH\ZLOO KDYH VWRRG LQ WKH
VDPHVHTXHQFHLQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO7KHILUVWIUDJPHQWREVHUYHVWKDWµDOOFURZGVMXGJHPHDVXUHV
E\WKRVHUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHP¶) 12.1 = ES 15: ȠΥ? ΥὅȝȚȜȠȚʌȐȞĲİȢĲΥ? ʌȡȐȖȝĮĲĮʌȡΥὸȢĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ȝİĲĮȤİȚȡȓȗȠȞĲĮȢĮΥὐĲΥ? țȡȓȞȠȣıȚ DQG WKHVHFRQG WKDW µHYHU\RQHSUHIHUV WKHXQWULHG WR WKH
IDPLOLDU¶) 12.2 = ES 16: ʌΥ?ȢȖȐȡĲȚȢĲΥὸ ΥἀʌİȓȡĮĲȠȞʌȡΥὸ ĲȠΥ? țĮĲİȖȞȦıȝȑȞȠȣʌȡȠĮȚȡİΥ?ĲĮȚ
...). The third states the case against constitutional change (F 12.3a = ES 17): 
 
ʌΥ?ıĮȚ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ȝİĲĮȕȠȜĮΥὶ ıĳĮȜİȡȫĲĮĲĮȓ İΥ?ıȚ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ įΥὲ ĮΥ? ΥἐȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȚĲİȓĮȚȢ
ʌȜİΥ?ıĲĮįΥ? țĮΥὶ ȝȑȖȚıĲĮțĮΥὶ Υ?įȚȫĲĮȢțĮΥὶ ʌȩȜİȚȢȕȜȐʌĲȠȣıȚįȚΥὸ ȠΥ? ȞȠΥ?ȞΥἔȤȠȞĲİȢΥἐȞ
ĲȠΥ?ȢĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥἀİȓțΥἂȞȝΥ? ȕȑȜĲȚıĲĮΥ?, ΥἀȟȚȠΥ?ıȚȞΥἐȝȝȑȞİȚȞΥἢ ȝİĲĮȜĮȝȕȐȞȠȞĲİȢΥἄȜȜȠĲİ
ΥἄȜȜĮΥἀİΥὶ ʌȜĮȞΥ?ıșĮȚ 
 
For all changes are very risky, and changes in constitutions cause the greatest and 
most frequent damage to both individuals and cities. Thus the prudent always 
prefer to retain their existing arrangements, even if they are not ideal, rather than 
make successive changes and so continually go astray. 
 
7KH IRXUWK IUDJPHQW RSLQHV WKDW HYHU\RQH¶V ZLVKHV DQG RSLQLRQV DUH GHWHUPLQHG E\ WKHLU
fortunes (F 12.8 = ES 18), and the fifth that many kings are inadequate to the requirements of 
the role (F 12.9 = ES 19): 
                                                          
52
 On the likely context of F 12.4±7, 10 see Gutschmid 1894, 555; Boissevain 1895, 35; Macchioro 1910, 349±
354; Fechner 1986, 21±29. 
53
 In ES WKHVHIROORZDQH[FHUSWGHDOLQJZLWK%UXWXV¶HPEDVV\WR'HOSKL) ES 14). 
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ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȢ ʌȡΥ?ȖȝĮ ȠΥὐț ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȣ ȝȩȞȠȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚıĲȒȝȘȢ țĮΥὶ 
ıȣȞȘșİȓĮȢ İΥἴʌİȡ ĲȚ ΥἄȜȜȠ ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȣ įİΥ?ĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐȤ ȠΥἷȩȞ Ĳȑ ΥἐıĲȚȞ ΥἄȞİȣ ΥἐțİȓȞȦȞ
ΥἁȥȐȝİȞȩȞ ĲȚȞĮ ıȦĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚ ʌȠȜȜȠΥὶ ȖȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ıʌİȡ ΥἐȢ Υ?ȥȠȢ ĲȚ ȝȑȖĮ ʌĮȡΥ? ȜȩȖȠȞ
ΥἀȡșȑȞĲİȢ ȠΥὐț ΥἤȞİȖțĮȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝİĲİȫȡȚıȚȞ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ĮΥὐĲȠȓ Ĳİ țĮĲĮʌİıȩȞĲİȢ Υ?ʌ¶
ΥἐțʌȜȒȟİȦȢΥἔʌĲĮȚıĮȞțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἀȡȤȠȝȑȞȦȞʌȐȞĲĮıȣȞȘȜȩȘıĮȞ 
 
The business of kingship, more than any other, requires not only great excellence 
of character, but also great knowledge and experience, and without these qualities 
it is impossible for anyone acquiring kingship to show moderation. Many indeed, 
as though raised to a great height contrary to expectation, have not endured their 
elevation, but they themselves have failed because overwhelmed by shock, and 
KDYHUXLQHGDOOWKHLUVXEMHFWV¶LQWHUHVWV 
 
A further fragment, cited in the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ as from Book 3 and probably from 
WKHVDPHFRQWH[WDVVHUWVWKDW³it is done not only merely by their kings, but also by those who 
KROGSRZHUDORQJVLGHWKHP´ (12.11 = Synt. ȕ2, ʌ31: ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅʌȦȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȕĮıȚȜİȣȩȞĲȦȞ 
ıĳΥ?Ȟ, ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȡĮįȣȞĮıĲİȣȩȞĲȦȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȖȓȖȞİĲĮȚ). 
 These fragments may derive from authorial observations by Dio himself on the 
change to republican government.54 However, although the fragments include no grammatical 
indications of direct discourse, such extensive reflections are more likely to have found their 
SODFHLQDGHEDWH'LRQ\VLXVUHSRUWVWKDWDIWHU/XFUHWLD¶VVXLFLGHDQGWKHLURDWKWRRYHUWhrow 
the Tarquins, Brutus and his associates debated the best form of constitution: some advocated 
rule by the senate and some a democracy, but Brutus himself successfully argued, in a speech 
given in direct discourse, for the retention of monarchy with modifications, in particular that 
the king should be replaced by two rulers holding power just for a year and with a new title 
(4.72±75). It is thus possible that Dio reported a similar debate at this point, and that our 
fragments derive from one or more speeches from the debate, and Fromentin has recently 
argued that the warning against constitutional change in F 12.3a echoes the opening of 
%UXWXV¶ VSHHFK LQ'LRQ\VLXV 55 If this is their context, the five ES fragments must 
GHULYH IURP'LR¶V VHFRQGERRN XQOHVVZH DUH WR VXSSRVH WKDW LW HQGHGQRWZLWK7DUTXLQ¶V
                                                          
54
 So Boissevain 1895, 35; Fechner 1986, 21±23, 27±28, 89±91. 
55
 Fromentin 2016, 184±185. Boissevain (loc. cit.) acknowledged this alternative possible context for the 
fragments. See, however, Fechner 1986, 21 n. 11. 
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H[SXOVLRQ EXW DW RU EHIRUH /XFUHWLD¶V VXLFLGH +RZHYHU DQ DOWHUQDWLYH DQG SHUKDSV PRUH
OLNHO\ SRVVLELOLW\ LV WKDW WKHVH IUDJPHQWV GHULYH IURP WKH GHEDWH EHWZHHQ 7DUTXLQ¶V
ambassadors and Brutus: Dio could well have expanded the debate to include a defence of 
monarchy by the ambassadors, from which F 12.1±3a could derive, and a counter-argument 
by Brutus, which would then be the source of at least F 12.9, and perhaps also F 12.8 and 
12.11.56 If so, the speeches will certainly have been lengthy. 
 7KH\RXQJQREOHV¶FRQVSLUDF\ LV IROORZHG LQ'LRQ\VLXV¶DQG3OXWDUFK¶VDFFRXQWVE\
WKHRXVWLQJIURPWKHFRQVXOVKLSDQGEDQLVKPHQWRI&ROODWLQXVDW%UXWXV¶XUJLQJZKHUHDV/LY\
puts this earlier, before WKHDUULYDORI7DUTXLQ¶VHPEDVV\57 Both Livy and Dionysius accord 
Brutus a speech, brief in Livy (2.2.7), longer in Dionysius (5.10). Zonaras, in a detail which 
LVQRWLQ3OXWDUFKDQGVRPXVWKDYHFRPHIURP'LRWHOOVXVWKDWµ%UXWXVVRDURXVHGWKHSHRSOH 
DJDLQVW&ROODWLQXVWKDWWKH\QHDUO\NLOOHGKLPZLWKWKHLURZQKDQGV¶58 This presents a more 
H[WUHPHYHUVLRQ RI%UXWXV¶ KRVWLOLW\ WR KLV FROOHDJXH WKDQ WKH H[WDQW DFFRXQWV EXWZKHWKHU
Dio supplied a speech for Brutus at this point we cannot say. 
 The traditional story continues with an Etruscan invasion to restore Tarquin which 
%UXWXVDQGKLVQHZFROOHDJXH39DOHULXVUHSHODWWKHFRVWRI%UXWXV¶OLIH+LVKRXVHRQWKH
Velia and his failure to have Brutus replaced make Valerius suspected of aiming at 
monarchy, but he disarms the popular anger by addressing the assembly with lowered fasces, 
having his house demolished and M. Horatius elected as his fellow consul.59 He later carries 
popular legislation, including the first provocatio law, so earning the cognomen Publicola. A 
IUDJPHQWSUHVHUYHV'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHKRVWLOLW\DJDLQVW9DOHULXVDQGKLVDSSHDUDQFHLQWKH
assembly and shows that his version again presented emotions as raised to a higher pitch than 
any of our other accounts (F 13.2 = ES 21): 
 
ΥὅĲȚ ȅΥὐĮȜȑȡȚȠȞ ĲΥὸȞ ıȣȞȐȡȤȠȞĲĮ ǺȡȠȪĲȠȣ țĮȓʌİȡ įȘȝȠĲȚțȫĲĮĲȠȞ ΥἀȞįȡΥ?Ȟ
ȖİȞȩȝİȞȠȞ ΥὅȝȦȢĮΥὐĲȠİȞĲȓΥ? ȝȚțȡȠΥ? Υὁ ΥὅȝȚȜȠȢțĮĲİȤȡȒıĮĲȠā ΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?ȞȖΥ?ȡĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ
ȝȠȞĮȡȤȓĮȢ Υ?ʌİĲȩʌȘıĮȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἐĳȩȞİȣıĮȞ ΥἄȞ İΥ? ȝȒ ıĳĮȢ įȚΥ? ĲĮȤȑȦȞ ĳșȐıĮȢ
ΥἐșȫʌİȣıİȞ ΥἐıİȜșΥ?Ȟ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȞ ĲȐȢ Ĳİ Υ?ȐȕįȠȣȢ ΥἔțȜȚȞİȞ ΥὀȡșĮΥ?Ȣ
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 Cf. Millar 1964, 79±80; Hose 1994, 391; Simons 2009, 35. 
57
 Piso, FRHist 9 F 20; Livy 2.2.3±11; D.H. AR 5.10±12; Plut. Publ. 7. 
58
 Zonar. 7.12 (Boissevain 1895, 37): Υὁ ǺȡȠΥ?ĲȠȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦ țĮĲ¶ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲΥὸȞ įΥ?ȝȠȞ ʌĮȡȫȟȣȞİȞ ΥὡȢ ȝȚțȡȠΥ? țĮΥὶ 
ĮΥὐĲȠȤİȚȡȓΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἀȞİȜİΥ?Ȟ. 
59
 Cic. Rep. 2.53; Livy 2.7.5±8.5 (with speech for Valerius); D.H. AR 5.19; Plut. Publ. 10. 
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ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ĲĮȪĲĮȚȢ ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌİȜȑțİȚȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ıȣȞįİįİȝȑȞȠȣȢ ıĳȓıȚ
ʌİȡȚİΥ?ȜİāıȤȘȝĮĲȓıĮȢ įΥὲ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ ΥἑĮȣĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȢ ĲΥὸ ĲĮʌİȚȞȩĲĮĲȠȞ ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȠȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞ
ΥἐıțȣșȡȫʌĮıİțĮΥὶ țĮĲİįȐțȡȣıİȞΥἐʌİΥὶ įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἐĳșȑȖȟĮĲȩʌȠĲİıȝȚțȡΥ? țĮΥὶ įİįȚȣȓΥ? 
ĲΥ? ĳȦȞΥ? Υ?ʌȠĲȡȑȝȦȞİΥἶʌİȞ 
 
Valerius, the colleague of Brutus, although no man was more devoted to the 
people, was nearly done to death by the crowd with their own hands, since they 
suspected him of desiring monarchy. They would have killed him, if he had not 
quickly forestalled them by courting their favour. Coming into the assembly, he 
lowered the fasces, which he had previously had carried upright, and removed the 
axes which were bound with them. Moreover, comporting himself with the utmost 
humility, for a long time he looked sad and wept, and, when finally he broke his 
silence, he spoke with a quaver and in a soft and fearful voice. 
 
At this point the excerpt breaks off, but a marginal note by the excerptor refers readers to the 
excerpts On Public Speeches (ȆİȡΥὶ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ).60 Thus Dio must have written what was no 
doubt an extended direct-discourse speech for Valerius at this point, and the absence of any 
extracts in the surviving Constantinian collections is explained by its being excerpted for this 
lost collection. 
 Thus direct discourse will have taken up a good deal of the full book which Dio 
DOORFDWHGWRWKH5HSXEOLF¶VILUVW\HDUZLWKVSHHFKHSLVRGHVRQDSUREDEO\H[WHQGHGVFDOHIRU
WKHGHEDWHEHWZHHQ7DUTXLQ¶VHPEDVV\DQG%UXWXVDQGIRU9DOHULXV¶VSHHFKWRWKHpeople, and 
perhaps other extended speeches as well. The presentation of arguments for and against 
monarchy in the embassy/Brutus debate (if that was their location) enabled Dio to canvass for 
the first time the issue to which he was to return most fully in the great Agrippa/Maecenas 
debate in Book 52. To this extent the treatments of the establishment of the Republic in this 
book and of the restoration of the monarchy in Book 52 were comparable, and this has 
VRPHWLPHV EHHQ VHHQ DV DFFRXQWLQJ IRU 'LR¶V GHFLsion to devote a whole book to the 
5HSXEOLF¶VILUVW\HDU61 However, we do not know how much space was devoted here to the 
arguments for and against monarchy, and in other respects the two books will have been very 
different. Almost the whole of Book 52 was taken up with the debate, and both Agrippa and 
                                                          
60
 ĲȑșİȚĲĮȚ ʌİȡΥὶ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ (Boissevain 1895, 38, app. crit.). See above, n. 23. 
61
 So Hose and Simons (above n. 56). 
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Maecenas were represented as speaking from disinterested concern for the welfare of both 
2FWDYLDQDQGWKH5RPDQSHRSOH7KHGHEDWHEHWZHHQ7DUTXLQ¶VHPEDVV\DQG%UXWXVZDVRQO\
one episode in a book full of vLYLGLQFLGHQW7KHHPEDVV\¶VVSHHFKHVZHUHSUREDEO\WKHILUVW
RI'LR¶VVHWSLHFHVRIGUDPDWLFLURQ\WKHDPEDVVDGRUV¶FODLPWKDW7DUTXLQZDVPRWLYDWHGE\
love for the Roman people (F 12.5a) was patently disingenuous. Dio no doubt intended his 
readers to FUHGLW%UXWXV DQG9DOHULXVZLWK VLQFHUH FRQFHUQ IRU WKHSHRSOH¶VZHOIDUHEXW KH
portrayed them also as passionately engaged and hardly disinterested actors. As depicted by 
him, both Brutus and Valerius exploited oratorical art to achieve their ends, with Brutus 
URXVLQJ WKH SHRSOH¶V SDVVLRQV WR JHW &ROODWLQXV RXVWHG DQG9DOHULXV VNLOIXOO\PDQLSXODWLQJ
their feelings to restore himself to their favour.62  
 
The Early Republic 
 
The tales of heroic resistance to Porsenna are likely to have provided Dio with opportunities 
for brief passages in direct discourse, as they did for Livy and Dionysius. No relevant 
fragments survive, and Zonaras did not turn back from Plutarch to Dio as his main source 
until the death of Publicola. However, Tzetzes drew on Dio for his account of Mucius 
6FDHYROD¶V HQFRXQWHU ZLWK 3RUVHQQD ZKLFK LQFOXGHV OLYHO\ VSRNHQ H[FKDQJHV SUREDEO\
GHULYLQJIURP'LR¶VRULJLQDO63 
 Dio gave a quite extensive account of the political crisis which led up to the First 
Secession in 494 (Varr.), from which we possess four fragments (F 17.1±8 = ES 23±26) and 
the fairly full report of Zonaras (7.13.12±14.6). However, at only one point in what survives 
LV WKHUH DQ\ WUDFH RI VSHHFK7KH GLFWDWRU0¶9DOHULXV0D[LPXV LV VDLG WR KDYH UHVLJQHG
because the senate would not agree to concessions to the plebs after his successful 
campaign.64 Zonaras reports his resignation as follows (7.14.4):  
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 &I&LFHUR¶VFODLPWKDW%UXWXVPXVWKDYHEHHQDQHIIHFWLYHRUDWRUBrut. 53, but contrast De orat. 1.37). Dio 
(F 13.3±VWUHVVHG9DOHULXV¶VHOI-interestedness in the final episode of the year, the dedication of the Capitoline 
temple by the new consul Horatius: unlike our other sources, Dio represents Valerius as intervening personally 
in the hope of transferring the dedication to himself. On this and other divergences from the rest of the tradition 
LQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKLV\HDUVHH8UVR 
63
 Tzetzes, Chil. 6.201±223; Boissevain 1895, 39. 
64
 Dio, like several other sources, wrongly gave his cognomen as Marcus: Zonar. 7.14.3; Ogilvie 1965, 306. 
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Υὁ įΥὲ șȑȜȦȞ ĲΥ? įȒȝΥ? ȤĮȡȓıĮıșĮȚ ʌȠȜȜΥ? įȚİȚȜȑȤșȘ ĲΥ? ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ?, ΥἀȜȜ¶ ȠΥὐț ΥἔıȤİ
ĲĮȪĲȘȞʌİȚșȒȞȚȠȞįȚΥὸ ıΥ?Ȟ ΥὀȡȖΥ? ΥἐțʌȘįȒıĮȢĲȠΥ? ıȣȞİįȡȓȠȣįȘȝȘȖȠȡȒıĮȢĲİʌȡΥὸȢ
ĲΥὸȞįΥ?ȝȩȞĲȚȞĮțĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȢȕȠȣȜΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞΥἡȖİȝȠȞȓĮȞΥἀʌİȓʌĮĲȠ  
 
Wishing to reward the people, he spoke at length to the senate, but was not able to 
persuade them. He therefore rushed in anger out of the senate house, made a 
speech to the people attacking the senate, and resigned his command. 
 
Livy (2.31.9±10) gives Valerius a brief direct-discourse speech to the senate, but does not 
mention a speech to the people. Dionysius, to whom, as Fromentin (2016, 187) has observed, 
Dio is in this respect closer, gives Valerius speeches to both bodies, with a report of his 
address to the senate being followed by a full direct-discourse speech to the assembly 
(6.43.2±44.3). Dio may well have written a direct-discourse speech for Valerius to either or 
both audiences, but, alternatively, he may, like Zonaras, merely have reported that the 
speeches were made. 
It was a long established feature of the tradition that the plebs were persuaded to end 
WKHLUVHFHVVLRQE\WKHHQYR\0HQHQLXV$JULSSD¶VWHOOLQJWKHPWKHSDUDEOHRIWKH6WRPDFKDQG
the Limbs (in fact of Greek origin).65 Livy and Dionysius could not avoid the tale, but evince 
some embarrassment. Livy (2.32.9± LQWURGXFHV 0HQHQLXV¶ VSHHFK ZLWK the apologetic 
VWDWHPHQW WKDW ³in that ancient and uncouth mode of speaking he is said to have told them 
QRWKLQJEXWWKHIROORZLQJ´ (prisco illo dicendi et horrido modo nihil aliud quam hoc narrasse 
fertur) and then summarises his telling of the fable in rapid indirect discourse. Dionysius 
(6.83.3±86.5) embeds the fable in a conventional direct-discourse oration. Dio, to his credit, 
opted to take it on its own terms, allowing Menenius to give a simple and vivid narration of 
the fable, opening in indirect discourse, but moving into direct speech.  
'LR¶V DFFRXQW VXUYLYHV ERWK LQ DQ H[FHUSW ) 17.10±11 = ES 27) and in Zonaras 
(7.14.8±9). Unusually, Zonaras is a good deal fuller than the excerptor, who evidently found 
'LR¶VYHUVLRQORQJHUWKDQWKHȖȞȫȝȘ for which he had selected the passage required and so 
RSWHG WRDEULGJH LW7KXV=RQDUDVRSHQVDV IROORZV UHGXFHG LQ WKHH[FHUSWRU¶VYHrsion to a 
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 Dionysius says WKDW³his speech ... is reported in all the old hLVWRULHV´ (6.83.2: Υὁ ȜȩȖȠȢ ... ĳȑȡİĲĮȚ ΥἐȞ ΥἁʌȐıĮȚȢ 
ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤĮȓĮȚȢ Υ?ıĲȠȡȓĮȚȢ), and it no doubt went back to Fabius Pictor (so rightly Ogilvie 1965, 312±313). 
However, an alternative tradition credited Valerius Maximus with ending the secession (Cic. Brut. 54; Val. 





...İΥἶʌİıĲĮıȚȐıĮȚʌȡΥὸȢĲΥ?ȞȖĮıĲȑȡĮĲΥ? ȝȑȜȘʌȐȞĲĮĲȠΥ? ıȫȝĮĲȠȢțĮΥὶ ĳȐȞĮȚĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ΥὀĳșĮȜȝȠΥ?ȢΥὡȢΥἡȝİΥ?ȢĲȐȢĲİȤİΥ?ȡĮȢΥἐȞİȡȖȠΥ?ȢİΥ?ΥἔȡȖĮțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢʌȩįĮȢʌȡΥὸȢʌȠȡİȓĮȞ
ĲȚșȑĮȝİȞĲΥ?ȞȖȜΥ?ııĮȞįΥὲ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȤİȓȜȘΥὅĲȚįȚ¶ ΥἡȝΥ?ȞĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȢțĮȡįȓĮȢȕȠȣȜİȪȝĮĲĮ
įȚĮȖȖȑȜȜȠȞĲĮȚĲΥ? ΥὦĲĮį¶ĮΥ? ΥὡȢįȚ¶ΥἡȝΥ?ȞȠΥ? ΥἑĲȑȡȦȞȜȩȖȠȚĲΥ? ȞȠΥ? ʌĮȡĮʌȑȝʌȠȞĲĮȚ
ĲΥ?ȢįΥὲ ȤİΥ?ȡĮȢΥὅĲȚΥἐȡȖȐĲȚįİȢȠΥ?ıĮȚΥἡȝİΥ?ȢʌİȡȚʌȠȚȠȪȝİșĮʌȠȡȚıȝȠȪȢĲȠΥ?ȢʌȩįĮȢį¶
ĮΥ?șȚȢ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἅʌĮȞ ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸ ıΥ?ȝĮ ĳȑȡȠȞĲİȢ țȠʌȚΥ?ȝİȞ țΥἀȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȡİȓĮȚȢ țΥἀȞ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ
ΥἐȡȖĮıȓĮȚȢțĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĲĮΥ?ȢıĲȐıİıȚȞā ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟį¶ ΥἐȞİȡȖȠȪȞĲȦȞȠΥ?ĲȦıΥ? ȝȩȞȘ ΥἀıȣȞĲİȜΥ?Ȣ
ȠΥ?ıĮțĮΥὶ ΥἀİȡȖΥὸȢΥ?ʌΥὸ ʌȐȞĲȦȞΥἡȝΥ?ȞΥὡȢįȑıʌȠȚȞȐĲȚȢΥ?ʌȘȡİĲΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȞΥἐțțĮȝȐĲȠȣ
ʌȐȞĲȦȞΥἡȝΥ?ȞʌȠȡȚıȝΥ?ȞΥἀʌȠȜĮȪİȚȢĮΥὐĲȒΥἡ įΥὲ ȖĮıĲΥ?ȡıȣȞȑșİĲȠ« 
 
He said that once all the limbs of the body rebelled against the stomach. The eyes 
VDLG³We make the hands ablHWRZRUNDQGWKHOHJVWRZDON´7KHWRQJXHDQGWKH
OLSV VDLG ³By us the KHDUW¶V ZLVKHV DUH PDGH NQRZQ´ 7KH H\HV VDLG ³By us 
RWKHUV¶ZRUGVDUHFRQYH\HG WR WKHPLQG¶7KHKDQGV VDLG³We are workers and 
proYLGHVXSSOLHV´7KHIHHWVDLG³We carry the whole body and tire ourselves out 
on journeys, at work, and while standinJ´³While we work, you alone contribute 
nothing and do no work and are served by us all like some mistress, and enjoy all 




simplicity (and also in its passage from indirect to direct discourse), it was quite different 
from the extended and rhetorically elaborated speeches with which we are familiar from 
'LR¶VH[WDQWERRNVDQGZKLFKKHKDGSUREDEO\DOUHDG\LQWURGXFHGLQ%RRN 
 The Coriolanus saga was the next major episode in the traditional story. A fragment 
(F 18.3±6 = ES KDSSHQVWRSUHVHUYH'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHHYHQWVOHDGLQJXSWR&RULRODQXV¶
exile, and shows that, unlike our other sources, Dio included no speech in this narrative. The 
next fragment (F 18.7±12 = ES 33) recounts the decisive encounter between Coriolanus and 
his mother Veturia which led him to stop his attack on Rome.66 Tradition obliged Dio to write 
a short direct-discourse speech for Veturia (F 18.8±10): this is a feature of all the extant 
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 Zonar. 7.16.7±10 reproduces this account with only a few omissions. 
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accounts, and it gave him yet another opportunity for impassioned utterance by a female 
speaker. Dio also supplies a direct-discourse response for Coriolanus (F 18.11), short, but not 
DV FULVS DV 'LRQ\VLXV¶ YHUVLRQ (8.54.1). Both ZULWHUV PDNH KLP WHOO 9HWXULD ³<RX KDYH
FRQTXHUHG´.67 This too was probably a traditional feature, which Livy (2.40.9) chose to 
suppress. In a crude detail which is probably his own contribution, Dio ratchets up the pathos 
even further by making Veturia bare her breast and touch her womb. 
 $IWHU WKLV HSLVRGH KDUGO\ DQ\ WUDFHV RI VSHHFK DSSHDU LQ ZKDW VXUYLYHV RI 'LR¶V
narrative until we reach the mid fourth century. The only exceptions are a few brief 
utterances: the excursus on the triumph iQFOXGHV WKH VODYH¶V LQMXQFWLRQ to the triumphing 
FRPPDQGHU WR ³/RRN EHKLQG \RX´, and the narrative of the Gallic Sack includes two 
utterances taken as omens.68 More passages at least of short speech must have occurred, 
particularly in the accounts of the capture of Veii and the Gallic Sack, for which Zonaras 
again turned to Plutarch, using his life of Camillus as his main source and adding only a few 
details from Dio. However, the inadequacy of our sources is not likely to be the only reason 
for this silence$QRWKHUIDFWRUPD\KDYHEHHQDFKDQJHLQWKHFKDUDFWHURI'LR¶VFRYHUDJH
various indications suggest that he may have given year-by-year coverage down to the mid-
fifth century, but then turned to more selective recording until the beginning of the third 
century (Rich 2016, 278±279). 
 There are thus no strong grounds for supposing that Dio included any extended 
speech episodes in his account of the early Republic after its first year. The surviving speech 
episodes are mostly brief utterances and exchanges DQG DOWKRXJK 0HQHQLXV $JULSSD¶V
VSHHFK LVVRPHZKDW ORQJHU LW LV VWLOOPDUNHGO\GLIIHUHQW LQ OHQJWKDQGFKDUDFWHUIURP'LR¶V
extended speeches. Of course, some extended speech episodes may have occurred: Dio may 
have given the resignation speeches of Valerius Maximus such treatment, and others may 
have left no trace. Nonetheless, it is hard to resist the conclusion that Dio did little or nothing 
to exploit the opportunity for extended speeches which was offered by the Struggle of the 
Orders and of which Dionysius made such copious use. 
 
The Lacus Curtius and the Samnite Wars 
 
                                                          
67
 So also Plut. Cor. 36.5 and App. Ital. 5.5, but these accounts both follow Dionysius. Cf. Fromentin 2016, 
188. 
68
 Slave: Zonar. 7.21.9; Tzetzes, Epist. 107, Chil. 13.53. Omens: Zonar. 7.23.3, 8. 
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One of the competing aetiologies for the Lacus Curtius in the Forum ran as follows. In 362 
(Varr.) a fissure was said to have appeared in the Forum, which an oracle declared could only 
EHFORVHGE\WKURZLQJLQWKH5RPDQV¶PRVWSUHFLRXVSRVVHVVLRQ0&XUWLXVGHFODUHGWKat this 
must mean their menfolk, and sacrificed himself by leaping in on his warhorse, so closing the 
chasm.69 ,Q/LY\¶VEULHIDFFRXQW1±&XUWLXV¶ZRUGVDUHUHSorted as folloZV³WKH\VD\
WKDW0&XUWLXV«reproved those who doubted that there was any greater Roman good than 
DUPVDQGYDORXU«and devoted himself´ (0&XUWLXP«castigasse ferunt dubitantes an ullum 
magis Romanum bonum quam arma uirtusque esset;..se deuouisse'LRQ\VLXV¶ YHUVLRQ DV
preserved by his excerptor, is also succinct, but includes a brief speech for Curtius in indirect 
discourse, in which he staWHVWKHJUHDWHVW5RPDQJRRGDV³WKHYDORXURIWKHLUPHQ´ (ΥἀȞįȡΥ?Ȟ 
ΥἀȡİĲȒ) and claims that his sacrifice would make the earth yield many good men.70  
 Dio recounted the story in his seventh book.71 Although, like Livy, he expressed some 
scepticism, he nonetheless gave it much greater prominence than the other versions, writing 
an extended direct-discourse speech for Curtius, the first securely attested after those of Book 
 =RQDUDV¶ DFFRXQW 1±9) is itself quite lengthy, including a 157-word version of the 
speech, all in direct discourse.72 Part of the speech is also preserved by Ps.-Maximus (F 30.2±
4 = Ps.-0D[DQGWKLVIUDJPHQWEULQJVRXWKRZPXFKRI'LR¶VVSHHFK=RQDUDV
omitted. 
 In other versions Curtius is an appropriate sacrifice as a representative of the 
PDQSRZHUDQGYDORXURQZKLFKWKH5RPDQVWDWHGHSHQGV,Q'LR¶VVSHHFKWKLVLVreplaced by 
a philosophical argument that man is the most precious thing in existence. The fragment 
preserves the culmination of the argument (only the underlined words are retained by 
Zonaras):  
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 On the tale and its presentation in our sources see Oakley 1998, 96±100. The earliest source is Varro, Ling. 
5.148, citing Procilius, according to whoP WKH JRG RI WKH GHDG GHPDQGHG ³WKH EUDYHVW FLWL]HQ (ciuem 
fortissimum) in restitution for an unpaid sacrifice. 
70
 D.H. AR 14.11 Kiessling--DFRE\ /3LWWLD'LRQ\VLXV¶KLVWRU\VXUYLYHVRQO\LQH[FHUSWVDIWHU%RRN
and this fragment survives in the Ambrosian Excerpts (on these excerpts from his history, preserved in two 
manuscripts in Milan, see Pittia 2002, 105±13LWWLDHGLVDQHZHGLWLRQRI'LRQ\VLXV¶%RRNV4±20, 
with a reclassification of the fragments. 
71
 Fragments attributed to the seventh book deal with events of 381 (F 28.3) and 340 (F 35.2). No fragments are 
attributed to Books 5±6 (Rich 2016, 275). 
72
 $PXFKEULHIHUYHUVLRQRI'LR¶VDFFRXQWLVJLYHQE\7]HW]HV )%RLVVHYDLQ8±89). 
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ȠΥὐț ΥἔıĲȚȞ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ȗΥ?ȠȞ șȞȘĲΥὸȞ ȠΥὔĲ¶ ΥἄȝİȚȞȠȞ ȠΥὔĲ¶ Υ?ıȤȣȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȣ. Υἢ ȠΥὐȤ 
ΥὁȡΥ?Ĳİ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἄȜȜĮ ʌȐȞĲĮ țȐĲȦ țȑțȣĳİ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖΥ?Ȟ ΥἀİΥὶ ȕȜȑʌİȚ, ʌȡȐĲĲİȚ Ĳİ 
ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ Υὃ ȝΥ? ĲȡȠĳΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ΥἀĳȡȠįȚıȓȦȞ ΥἔȤİĲĮȚ (ȠΥ?ĲȦ țĮΥὶ Υ?ʌ¶ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĳȪıİȦȢ ΥἐȢ 
ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ țĮĲĮțȑțȡȚĲĮȚ), ȝȩȞȠȚ įΥὲ ΥἡȝİΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȞȦ Ĳİ ΥὁȡΥ?ȝİȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȠΥὐȡĮȞΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? 
ΥὁȝȚȜȠΥ?ȝİȞ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȖΥ?Ȣ Υ?ʌİȡĳȡȠȞȠΥ?ȝİȞ, ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įΥὲ įΥ? șİȠΥ?Ȣ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὡȢ țĮΥὶ 
ΥὁȝȠȓȠȚȢ ȠΥ?ıȚȞ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ ıȪȞİıȝİȞ, ΥἅĲİ țĮΥὶ ĳȣĲΥ? țĮΥὶ ʌȠȚȒȝĮĲĮ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐ ȖȒȚȞĮ ΥἀȜȜ¶
ȠΥὐȡȐȞȚĮ ΥὄȞĲİȢ; Υ?ĳ¶ȠΥ? țĮΥὶ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ? ΥἡȝȑĲİȡĮ İΥἴįȘ țĮΥὶ ȖȡȐĳȠȝİȞ 
țĮΥὶ ʌȜȐĲĲȠȝİȞ·  İΥ? ȖΥ?ȡ įİΥ? įȒ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ șȡĮıȣȞȩȝİȞȠȞ İΥ?ʌİΥ?Ȟ, ȠΥὔĲ¶ ΥἄȞșȡȦʌȠȢ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ 
ΥἄȜȜȠ ΥἐıĲΥὶȞ Υἢ șİΥὸȢ ıΥ?ȝĮ șȞȘĲΥὸȞ ΥἔȤȦȞ, ȠΥὔĲİ șİΥὸȢ ΥἄȜȜȠ ĲȚ Υἢ ΥἄȞșȡȦʌȠȢ ΥἀıȫȝĮĲȠȢ 
țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥὶ ΥἀșȐȞĮĲȠȢ. ĲĮΥ?ĲȐ ĲȠȚ țĮΥὶ ıȣȝʌȐȞĲȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ ȗΥ?ȦȞ
ʌȡȠĳȑȡȠȝİȞāțĮΥὶ ȠΥὔĲİĲȚʌİȗȩȞΥἐıĲȚȞΥὃ ȝΥ? ĲȐȤİȚțĮĲĮȜȘĳșΥὲȞΥἢ Υ?ıȤȪȚįĮȝĮıșΥὲȞ Υἢ 
țĮΥὶ ĲȑȤȞĮȚȢĲȚıΥὶ ıȣȜȜȘĳșΥὲȞįȠȣȜȠȪȝİșĮȠΥὔĲ¶ΥἔȞȣįȡȠȞȠΥὔĲ¶ΥἀİȡȠʌȩȡȠȞΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ 
ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐțĲȠΥ? ȕȣșȠΥ? ȝȘį¶ ΥὁȡΥ?ȞĲİȢ ΥἀȞȑȜțȠȝİȞĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ΥἐțĲȠΥ? ȠΥὐȡĮȞȠΥ? 
ȝȘįΥὲ ΥἐȟȚțȞȠȪȝİȞȠȚțĮĲĮıȪȡȠȝİȞ 
 
No mortal creature is better or stronger than man. Do you not see that all the 
others are bent downwards and look always to the ground, and their doings are 
only for nourishment and sex (for nature itself has restricted them to these), and 
that we alone look up and consort with heaven itself, despise the things on earth, 
and keep company with the gods themselves as being like us, since we are their 
offspring and creation, not earthly but heavenly? This is why we paint and sculpt 
them in our forms. To speak boldly, a man is nothing other than a god with a 
mortal body, and a god nothing other than a man without a body and therefore 
immortal. It is this which makes us superior to all other living beings. All the 
beasts of the land are our slaves, either overcome by our speed or subdued by our 
strength or trapped by our arts. As for the creatures of water or the air, we draw up 
the former from the deep without seeing them, and sweep the latter from the sky 
without approaching them. 
 
The speech shows Dio as at his rhetorical worst, and is rightly stigmatised by Oakley (1998, 
IRULWV³YDFXLW\´. Earlier versions had set the tale in the ethical tradition of Roman virtus. 
Dio jettisoned this to produce a set-piece display of his paideia, deploying Platonic echoes 
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and exploiting the rich Greek tradition of anthropocentric commonplaces.73 Nonetheless, in 
according Curtius one of his (at this point still rare) extended speeches, Dio was not merely 
taking advantage of an opportunity to show off his culture and literary talent, but also 
stressing a theme which was to be of continuing importance in his history, exemplary self-
sacrifice for the sake of the Roman people. Curtius is cited repeatedly among such exemplars 
LQ 'LR¶V ODWHU VSHHFKHV 3DUWLFXODUO\ QRWDEOH LV WKH UHIHUHQFH LQ &LFHUR¶V GHQXQFLDWLRQ RI
Antony, where Curtius is bracketed with Postumius and Regulus, for whose sacrifices Dio 
also, as we shall see, provided speeches (45.32.4).74 
The warfare of the later fourth century gave Dio opportunities for a number of brief 
utterances and exchanges, attested for T. ManOLXV7RUTXDWXV¶H[HFXWLRQRIKLVGLVREHGLHQWVRQ
and refusal to accept re-election to the consulship in 340 (F 35.2, 9; Zonar. 7.26.4±5), defiant 
responses by the Privernates to the consul who had defeated them in 329 (F 35.11), and L. 
3DSLULXV&XUVRU¶Vjustification of his drinking habit in 319 (F 36.23).  
The two most celebrated episodes of the Second Samnite War were the quarrel 
between the dictator Papirius Cursor and his magister equitum Fabius Rullianus in 325/4 and 
WKH6DPQLWHV¶KXPLOLDWLRQRIWKH5RPDQDUP\DWWKH&DXGLQH)RUNVLQDQGWKH5RPDQV¶
subsequent repudiation of the treaty under which the army had been spared. Dio appears to 
have given the rest of the war only cursory treatment, but recounted these two episodes at 
length, taking the opportunity, like Livy, for extended speeches.75 
Rullianus (or Rullus, the form of his name adopted by Dio) was said to have won a 
YLFWRU\ RYHU WKH 6DPQLWHV LQ 3DSLULXV¶ DEVHQFH DQG LQ GLVUHJDUG RI KLV LQVWUXFWLRQ QRW WR
engage the enemy.76 The furious Papirius threatened Rullianus with execution, first in the 
FDPS DQG WKHQ DW 5RPH EXW ZDV HYHQWXDOO\ LQGXFHG WR VKRZ OHQLHQF\ /LY\¶V OHQJWK\
account (8.30±36) includes numerous speeches, in both direct and indirect discourse. What 
VXUYLYHV IURP 'LR¶V YHUVLRQ Fomprises two separate fragments from the direct-discourse 
VSHHFKRI5XOOLDQXV¶IDWKHU0)DELXV$PEXVWXVDSSHDOLQJIRUFOHPHQF\) 36.1±3 = ES 59, 
                                                          
73
 Platonic echoes: Jones 2016, 299±300. Renehan 1981 collects Greek anthropocentric topoi. 
74
 Other citations at 44.30.4 (with the Decii); 53.8.3 (with Horatius Cocles, Mucius Scaevola, the Decii and 
Regulus); 56.5.5; 64.13.2 (with the Decii and Regulus).  
75
 Cursor and Rullianus: F 36.1±7, Zonar. 7.26.9 (omitting their dispute). The Caudine Forks defeat and its 






Ps.Max. 48.-/55.20a; F 36.4±5 = ES 60), followed by a narrative fragment describing 
3DSLULXV¶UHOHQWLQJ) 36.6±7 = ES 61).  
7KH IUDJPHQWV RI $PEXVWXV¶ VSHHFK VKRZ WKDW LW ZDV H[WHQGHG DQG UKHWRULFDOO\
elaborated. The first fragment presents general arguments from human nature for the 
superiority of leniency over severity, a theme Dio was to develop repeatedly, most notably in 
/LYLD¶VGLDORJXHZLWK$XJXVWXVZKLOHWKHVHFRQGDSSHDUVWRLQWURGXFHDQLPSDVVLRQHGFRGD
Although delivered before the popular assembly, at least in these fragments the speech is 
addressed not to them, but to Papirius. The corresponding speech in Livy is addressed to the 
assembly, and Millar (1964, 79) haVLQVLVWHGRQLWVVXSHULRULW\³/LY\¶s speech belongs in its 
VHWWLQJ´ZKHUHDV'LR¶V ³is no more than a series of JHQHUDOLWLHV DERXW KXPDQQDWXUH´ DQG
³could have been put in at any point ... at which the reOHYDQWPRUDOVLWXDWLRQRFFXUUHG´. This 
is a fair criticism of the first fragment, but we should beware of inferring from this to the 
speech as a whole. 7KH IUDJPHQW UHSRUWLQJ 3DSLULXV¶ FKDQJH RI KHDUW RSHQV DV IROORZV ) 
36.6): 
 
ĲȩĲİȖΥ?ȡ ΥὄȞȠȝĮțĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ıȤΥ?ȝĮĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡȤΥ?Ȣ ΥἧȢʌİȡȚİȕȑȕȜȘĲȠ Υ?țȞİȚțĮĲĮȜΥ?ıĮȚāțĮΥὶ 
ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ΥἔȝİȜȜİ ĲȠΥ? Υ?ȠȪȜȜȠȣ ĳİȓıİıșĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖΥ?ȡ ıʌȠȣįΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ? įȒȝȠȣ ΥἑȫȡĮ
ΥἐțİȓȞΥ? Ĳİ ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȜİΥ?ȠȞ ΥἀȞĲȚıȤΥ?Ȟ ȤĮȡȓıĮıșĮȚ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȞȑȠȣȢ ΥἐʌȚıĲȡȑȥĮȚ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ
Υ?ıĲİΥἐȟΥἀįȠțȒĲȠȣĮΥὐĲΥ? ıȣȖȖȞȠȪȢ ΥἠșȑȜȘıİĲȩĲİȠΥ?ȞʌȡȩıȦʌȠȞıȣıĲȡȑȥĮȢțĮΥὶ 
ĲΥὸȞ įΥ?ȝȠȞįȡȚȝΥ? Υ?ʌȠȕȜȑȥĮȢĲΥ?ȞĳȦȞΥ?ȞΥἐȞȑĲİȚȞİțĮΥὶ İΥἶʌİ 
 
He shrank from undermining the name and form of the office with which he was 
invested. Since he intended to spare Rullus (for he recognised the strength of the 
popular feeling), he wanted to enhance the favour and convert the young men 
more effectively by holding out longer and so making his pardon a surprise. 
Accordingly, knitting his brows, and glaring at the people, he raised his voice and 
spoke.  
 
The fragment then SDVVHVWR WKHDXGLHQFH¶VVXOOHQUHDFWLRQDQG3DSLULXV¶HQVXLQJFKDQJHRI
manner. +RZHYHU 'LR KLPVHOI FDQQRW KDYH SDVVHG RYHU 3DSLULXV¶ ZRUGV VR EDOGO\ $V
Boissevain (1895, 97) acutely observed, the quoted passage must have introduced a direct-
discourse speech for Papirius, and, although no cross-reference has survived, it is likely that 
here, as for Publicola, the compiler of the Excerpta de sententiis omitted the speech itself 
because it had been included in the excerpts ȆİȡΥὶ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ.  
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Thus Dio used tKH WDOH RI 3DSLULXV¶ TXDUUHO ZLWK 5XOOLDQXV DV WKH RFFDVLRQ IRU DQ
extended speech episode, with direct-discourse speeches before the assembly not only for 
5XOOLDQXV¶ IDWKHU EXW DOVR IRU 3DSLULXV KLPVHOI ,Q WKLV GHEDWH DV LQ /LY\¶V YHUVLRQ RI WKH
dispute, the conflicting imperatives of valour, ambition, discipline and leniency must have 
been explored.77 
 A well-established feature of the Caudine Forks narrative was the advice said to have 
been given by Herennius Pontius, father of the Samnite commander Gavius Pontius, about 
how the trapped Roman army should be treated: he recommended that they should either be 
dismissed unharmed to win Roman goodwill or, if this was deemed unacceptable, should be 
slaughtered, but his son rejected both proposals, opting instead to release them on humiliating 
WHUPV9HUVLRQV RI+HUHQQLXV¶ VSHHFK VXUYLYH LQ ERWK /LY\ 9±13) and Appian (Samn. 
4.3±4). Appian also supplied a speech in response for his son, as did Dionysius (16.2.2±4), 
KHUHDVHOVHZKHUHSUREDEO\$SSLDQ¶Vsource for this period.78 Dio appears to have provided a 
GLDORJXH IRU WKH SDLU FRPSULVLQJ DW OHDVW +HUHQQLXV¶ RSHQLQJ VSHHFK ZLWK LWV DOWHUQDWLYH
SURSRVDOVKLVVRQ¶VUHVSRQVHVWDWLQJKLVGHFLVLRQDQGDIXUWKHUQRGRXEWVKRUWHUVSHHFKE\
Herennius warning against this course of actionDIUDJPHQWDUJXLQJWKDW³quarrels are ended 
E\EHQHIDFWLRQV´ and that the Romans would respond to such treatment (F 36.12 = ES 63) is 
FOHDUO\IURP+HUHQQLXV¶RSHQLQJDUJXPHQWIRUUHOHDVLQJWKH5RPDQVZLWKRXWLJQRPLQ\ZKLOH 
a second fragment, in which Herennius cloVHVKLVDGYLFHE\ZDUQLQJ WKDW³all men by their 
nature feel greater resentment over insults WKDQJUDWLWXGHIRUEHQHIDFWLRQV´ (F 36.14 = ES 64), 
LVEHVWLQWHUSUHWHGDVIURPDVHFRQGVSHHFKUHVSRQGLQJWRKLVVRQ¶VFhoice. 
 +HUHQQLXV¶GLDORJXHZLWKKLVVRQZDVFOHDUO\DQH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHSLVRGHDQGWKHWZR
fragments show that the arguments were developed in terms of general considerations about 
KXPDQ QDWXUH LQ 'LR¶V FKDUDFWHULVWLF PDQQHU 0LOODU (1964, 79) criticises his speech for 
Herennius as another generalising exposition of the case for leniency, but this overlooks that 
WKH VHFRQGSDUWRI+HUHQQLXV¶RSHQLQJ VSHHFK QRW UHSUHVHQWHG LQ WKH IUDJPHQWVZLOO KDYH
argued for exterminating the trapped Romans, and acceptV %RLVVHYDLQ¶V DWWULEXWLRQ WR WKH
speech of two further fragments from Ps.-Maximus. The opening words of F 36.14 are cited 




 Oakley 2005, 69±KROGVWKDWWKHVKDUHGVRXUFHVRI/LY\DQG'LRQ\VLXVLQFOXGHGDVSHHFKIRU+HUHQQLXV¶
son, which Livy chose to omit, buW WKH VSHHFK FRXOG KDYH EHHQ 'LRQ\VLXV¶ LQQRYDWLRQ )RU 'LRQ\VLXV DV




not only by the Excerpta de sententiis, but also by Ps.-Maximus in his chapter of excerpts 
µ2QEHQHIDFWLRQDQGJUDWLWXGH¶ȆİȡΥὶ İΥὐİȡȖİıȓĮȢ țĮΥὶ ȤȐȡȚĲȠȢ, 8.-/63). Boissevain (1895, 98±
9IROORZLQJ0DLDVVLJQVWR+HUHQQLXV¶VSHHFKWKHWZRSUHFHGLQJFLWDWLRQVIURP'LRLQWKLV
chapter on how men should respond to benefactions (F 36.11 = Ps.-Max. 8.59/61; F 36.13 = 
Ps.-Max. 8.60/62), although acknowledging the weakness of the attribution. In fact, these 
IUDJPHQWV KDUGO\ ILW WKH UHTXLUHPHQWV RI +HUHQQLXV¶ FDVH DQG WKHUH LV QR JRRG UHDVRQ WR
assign them to his speech, while at least F 36.13 may not be from a speech at all. 
 Herennius and his son are the first enemies of Rome known to have been assigned 
speeches by Dio. As we shall see, this was the first of several speech episodes in which Dio 
portrays enemy speakers as exploring options for responding to Roman power, all to no avail. 
 According to the tradition, the senate in 320 decided to repudiate the agreement under 
which the Roman army had been released, claiming to have made good the breach of oaths 
by surrendering to the Samnites those who had sworn them, including the consuls of 321 who 
had held the joint command, Sp. Postumius Albinus and T. Veturius Calvinus. Cicero tells us 
WKDW3RVWXPLXVKLPVHOIZDVWKH³advocate DQGSURSRVHURIWKLVVXUUHQGHU´ (Off. 3.109: huius 
GHGLWLRQLV«suasor et auctor), and Livy (9.8±9) provides him with two speeches, in the first 
proposing the repudiation and the surrender of the oath-takers, and in the second responding 
to objecting tribunes.  
 In =RQDUDV¶ DFFRXQW 4± ³WKRVH LQ WKH FLW\´, wishing to repudiate the 
agreement, called on the former consuls to give their view: 
 
țĮΥὶ ʌȡȫĲΥ? Ȗİ ĲΥ? ȆȠıĲȠȣȝȓΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ȥΥ?ĳȠȞ ΥἐʌȒȖĮȖȠȞ ΥὅʌȦȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ țĮș¶ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ? 
ȖȞȫȝȘȞΥἀʌȠĳȒȞȘĲĮȚĮΥ?ıȤȪȞΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȝΥ? ʌȐȞĲĮȢ ΥἀįȠȟȓĮȢ ΥἀȞĮʌȜΥ?ıĮȚ Υὁ įΥὲ ʌĮȡİȜșΥ?Ȟ
İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸ ȝȑıȠȞ ΥἔĳȘ ȝΥ? įİΥ?Ȟ țȣȡȦșΥ?ȞĮȚ ĲΥ? Υ?ʌ¶ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ʌİʌȡĮȖȝȑȞĮ ʌĮȡΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ
ȖİȡȠȣıȓĮȢțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? įȒȝȠȣāȝȘįΥὲ ȖΥ?ȡĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἑțȠȣıȓȦȢʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚĮΥὐĲȐ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ΥἀȞȐȖțΥ? 
ıȣȞİȤȠȝȑȞȠȣȢΥἣȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥἐʌȒȖĮȖȠȞȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȚȠȚȠΥὐțΥἐȟΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢΥἀȜȜ¶ΥἐțįȩȜȠȣțĮΥὶ 
Υἐȟ ΥἐȞȑįȡĮȢ ȠΥ? ȖȠΥ?Ȟ ΥἀʌĮĲȒıĮȞĲİȢ İΥ? ΥἀȞĲȘʌĮĲȒșȘıĮȞ ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ įȪȞĮȚȞĲȠ įȚțĮȓȦȢ
ΥἐȖțĮȜİΥ?Ȟ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĲĮʌĮĲȒıĮıȚ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ĲȠȓȞȣȞ İΥ?ʌȩȞĲȠȢ țĮΥὶ ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮ ʌȠȜȜȐ ΥἐȞ
ΥἀȝȘȤĮȞȓΥ? Υἡ ȖİȡȠȣıȓĮ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠāĲȠΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȜȠȣȓȞȠȣİΥ?Ȣ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞĮΥ?ĲȓĮȞ
ΥἀȞĮįİȤȠȝȑȞȦȞ ΥἐȥȘĳȓıșȘ ȝȒĲİ țȣȡȦșΥ?ȞĮȚ ĲΥ? ΥὡȝȠȜȠȖȘȝȑȞĮ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ Ĳİ
ΥἐțįȠșΥ?ȞĮȚ 
 
They first called on Postumius to vote, so that he should express his view against 
himself, from shame at bringing dishonour on them all. He came into the middle 
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and said that their actions should not be ratified by the senate and people, since 
they had carried them out not willingly, but under duress, which the enemy had 
imposed on them not by valour, but by trickery and ambush, and those who 
deceive, if deceived in their turn, could not justly accuse the counter-deceivers. 
After he had said this and much of the same kind, the senate was at a loss. But 
when he and Calvinus took the blame on themselves, it was voted that the 
agreement should not be ratified and they should be handed over. 
 
=RQDUDV¶ TXLWH IXOO VXPPDU\ DQG KLV VWDWHPHQW WKDW 3RVWXPLXV DGGHG ³PXFK RI WKH VDPH
NLQG´LQGLFDWHVWKDWLQ'LR¶VYHUVLRQ3RVWXPLXVEHJDQZLWKDQH[WHQGHGVSHHFKDQGWZRVKRUW
extracts from the speech are preserved by the Excerpta de sententiis.79 Both these fragments 
DQG=RQDUDV¶DFFRXQW VKRZ WKDW WKHVSHHFKGHIHQGHG WKHFRPPDQGHUV¶FRQGXFWDQd argued 
that the settlement need not be upheld on the casuistical grounds that it had been imposed by 
trickery and accepted only under duress. However, the senate, according to Dio, only felt able 
to proceed with the repudiation when (as they had originally hoped) Postumius and Calvinus 
accepted responsibility and agreed to be surrendered. A further fragment, preserved by the 
lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ, comes from a speech by one of them accepting the blame.80 
Probably the speaker is again Postumius, and the speech much briefer. The fragment is cited 
DVIURP'LR¶VHLJKWKERRNDQGVLQFHLWFRKHUHVZLWKRWKHULQGLFDWLRQVWKLVDWWULEXWLRQPD\EH
accepted as correct (Rich 2016, 275). 
 $VDOUHDG\QRWHG3RVWXPLXVLVWKHVHFRQGRI'LR¶VVSHDNHUVWRVDFULILFHKLPVHOf in the 
public interest, but, whereas Curtius was presented as wholly admirable, Postumius is shown 
as flawed and initially self-LQWHUHVWHG,Q/LY\¶VDFFRXQWLWLV3RVWXPLXVZKRILUVWSURSRVHVWKH
repudiation and his speeches are mainly concerned to demonstrate that the surrender of the 
oath-WDNHUVZRXOGDEVROYH WKH5RPDQSHRSOH IURPEODPH ,Q'LR¶VYHUVLRQKRZHYHUKHDW
first deploys specious arguments to justify his own conduct and argue that the treaty can be 
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 F 36.17a (= ES 66): ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ ıȦĲȘȡȓĮȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἑĮȣĲΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ?ıȚȞ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮΥ?ȠȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȞİȝȑıȘĲȩȞ ΥἐıĲȚ
ʌȡȠȞȠİΥ�ἠșĮȚ țΥἂȞ ΥἐȞ țȚȞįȪȞΥ? ĲȚȞΥὶ țĮĲĮıĲΥ?ıȚ ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥὁĲȚȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ıĲİ ıȦșΥ?ȞĮȚ ʌȡȐĲĲİȚȞ ³it is both necessary and 
blameless for all men to plan for their own safety, and, if they fall into danger, to take any steps to be saved´). F 
36.17b (=ES 67 ΥὅĲȚ ıȣȖȖȞȫȝȘ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡΥ? șİΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡΥ? ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ įȓįȠĲĮȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀțȠȪıȚȩȞ ĲȚ ʌȡȐȟĮıȚȞ
³forgiveness is granted both by gods and by men IRUDFWLRQVWDNHQLQYROXQWDULO\´). 
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simply disregarded, and only subsequently agrees to become the scapegoat.81 Moreover, 
whereas Livy is studiedly ambivalent on the justice of the repudiation itself (Levene 1993, 
229±230; Oakley 2005, 17±19), Dio makes his disapproval explicit. In the sequel the 
Samnites are said to have indignantly refused to accept the oath-WDNHUV¶VXUUHQGHUUHSRUWHG
by Dio only in indirect speech: F 36.19) and the Romans then to have won a victory and sent 
Samnites under the yoke in their turn. Dio comments that this shows that there is no justice in 
war (F 36.21). 
 The fragments and Zonaras show that Dio gave a more comprehensive account of the 
Third Samnite War than of the previous conflict, and he may well have given a year-by-year 
narrative for the war from its outbreak in 298 to the peace settlement of 290 (Rich 2016, 
279). However, there is no trace of direct speech in what survives. Several fragments record 
bons mots, but all in indirect discourse.82 
 
The Pyrrhic War 
 
Like his predecessors, Dio gave ample treatment to the Pyrrhic War. Fragments preserve 
several brief direct-speech utterances: warnings to the Tarentines by the Roman envoy 
Postumius and their fellow-citizen Meton, a remark by Pyrrhus after his costly victory at 
+HUDFOHDDQGGUXQNHQ\RXWKV¶PRFNHU\RIWKHNLQJ)XUWKHUUHPDUNVE\3\UUhus are reported 
in indirect speech.83   
 Zonaras briefly reports addresses to their armies by both commanders before the 
battle of Heraclea (8.3.6±/DHYLQXV³called them together and delivered a speech making 
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 As Oakley (2005, 114±11QRWHV'LR¶VYHUVLRQPD\GUDZRQ'LRQ\VLXV¶ORVWDFFRXQWEXWLWVGHYHORSPHQW
LQ3RVWXPLXV¶VSHHFKHVPD\EHKLVRZQ 
82
 F WKHFRQVXO/9ROXPQLXV)ODPPD¶VULSRVWH to his colleague Ap. Claudius Caecus in 296, cf. Livy 
10.19.8); F 36.30, Zonar)DELXV5XOOLDQXV¶GHIHQFHRIKLVVRQWKHFRQVXORI) )DEULFLXV¶
MXVWLILFDWLRQ RI KLV VXSSRUW IRU 3 &RUQHOLXV 5XILQXV¶ FRQVXOVKLS ZURQJO\ DSSOLHG E\ 'LR WR 5XILQXV¶ ILUVW
consulship in 290 rather than his second in 277, cf. Torelli 1978, 192±193); F 37.1 (Curius Dentatus on his 
conquests in 290). 
83
 Warnings to Tarentines: F 39.8, 10; Zonar. 8.2.3. Pyrrhus after Heraclea: F 40.19, two remarks, one in 
indirect, one in direct speech; Zonar. 8.3.12 gives both in direct speech. Later reported remarks by Pyrrhus: F 
40.27±28; Zonar. 8.4.3. Drunken youths: F 40.47; Zonar. 8.6.7. A further short speech fragment, cited from 
Book 10 but without identifiable context, will belong to the Pyrrhic War period or the immediately following 
years if the book attribution is correct (F 40.46a = Synt. ȣ12). 
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PDQ\ H[KRUWDWLRQV WR FRXUDJH´ (ıȣȖțĮȜȑıĮȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢ șȐȡıȠȢ ʌĮȡĮțĮȜȠΥ?ȞĲĮ 
ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİ DQG 3\UUKXV ³addressing hiVPHQ XUJHG WKHP RQ WR WKH ZDU´ (ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ?țİȓȠȚȢ 
įȚĮȜİȤșİΥὶȢ ΥἐʌȫĲȡȣȞİȞ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸȞ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ). Such notices might reflect direct-discourse orations 
in Dio, but need not do so, and, as we saw above,84 in the extant books Dio often contents 
himself with indirect-discourse reports of pre-battle speeches. 
 Three fragments (F 40.14±KDYHEHHQ WHQWDWLYHO\ DWWULEXWHGE\'LR¶VHGLWRUV WRD
direct-discourse speech by Laevinus before the battle.85 Two of these fragments occur in the 
Excerpta de sententiis: the first (F 40.15 = ES 91) concerns the impossibility for tyrants of 
forming real friendships and the second (F 40.16 = ES 92) insists that generalship is only of 
value when supported by adequate forces. F 40.15 is also preserved as three separate extracts 
in Ps.-0D[LPXV¶FKDSWHUµ2Q)ULHQGVDQG%URWKHUO\/RYH¶ȆİȡΥὶ ĳȓȜȦȞ țĮΥὶ ĳȚȜĮįİȜĳȓĮȢ, 6.-
/87±89). The preceding extract, also cited as from Dio (F 40.14 = Ps. Max. 6.-/86), is similar 
in argument, and so Boissevain, following Mai, conjectured that it came from the same 
context. The sequence in the Excerpta de sententiis shows that F 40.15± VWRRG LQ'LR¶V
RULJLQDOEHWZHHQWKH5RPDQV¶OHDUQLQJWKDW3yrrhus was coming to Italy (F 40.13 = ES 90) 
and their first battle at Heraclea (F 40.18 = ES 93). The narrowness of this window makes 
/DHYLQXV¶ VSHHFKDQDWWUDFWLYH FRQWH[WEXW WKHFRQWHQWRI WKH IUDJPHQWVKDUGO\ VXLWVDSUH-
battle exhortation, and there is no internal indication that they come from a speech. An 
alternative and perhaps more likely possibility is that these two fragments (and perhaps also F 
FRPHIURPJHQHUDOUHPDUNVE\'LRRQW\UDQQ\DQGJHQHUDOVKLSSURPSWHGE\3\UUKXV¶
arrival in Italy.86 
 Zonaras gives a rather fuller report (8.5.2) of a speech made to his troops by Pyrrhus 
before the battle of Ausculum, urging them not to be discouraged by rumours that the 
commander P. Decius Mus would follow the family tradition of performing a devotio in the 
battle. This too might reflect a direct-discourse oration in Dio, but does not necessarily do so. 
 'LR¶V3\UUKLF:DUQDUUDWLYHGLGLQFOXGHDWOHDVWRQHH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHSLVRGHQDPHO\
3\UUKXV¶ HQFRXQWHU ZLWK D 5RPDQ HPEDVV\ VHHNLQJ WR UHFRYHr prisoners and including 
Fabricius, of which a good deal is preserved for us in fragments (F 40.29±38) and Zonaras 
(8.4.4±8). Our sources give conflicting versions of the sequence of events involving this 
embassy and the abortive peace mission to Rome by 3\UUKXV¶HQYR\&LQHDV%RWK'LRDQG
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 See p. 271. 
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 ³Desumpta fortasse ex oratiRQHD/DHYLQRDGPLOLWHVKDELWD´ (Boissevain 1895, 122). 
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the Livian tradition  put the Roman embassy after the withdrawal from central Italy to 
&DPSDQLDZKLFKHQGHG3\UUKXV¶FDPSDLJQLQDQGPDNH&LQHDV¶PLVVLRQLWVVHTXHO%\
contrast, Appian (Samn. 10) puts the Roman embassy at the same point, but plDFHV&LQHDV¶
mission earlier²DIWHUWKHEDWWOHRI+HUDFOHDEXWEHIRUH3\UUKXV¶DGYDQFHLQWRFHQWUDO ,WDO\
Plutarch (Pyrrh. 18± WRRPDNHV&LQHDV¶PLVVLRQSUHFHGH WKH5RPDQHPEDVV\ DQGERWK
were probably following Dionysius (whose account survives only for the Roman embassy). 
Yet another version of events is supplied by Justin (18.1.10±2.8).87  
 'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH5RPDQHPEDVV\RSHQVZLWKDYHU\ short statement by Fabricius: 
³The Romans have sent us to bring back those captured in the battle and pay the ransom 
ZKLFKZHERWKDJUHHRQ´ (F 40.30 = ES 101: Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚΥἡȝΥ?ȢΥἔʌİȝȥĮȞĲȠȪȢĲİΥἑĮȜȦțȩĲĮȢΥἐȞĲΥ? 
ȝȐȤΥ? țȠȝȚȠȣȝȑȞȠȣȢțĮΥὶ ȜȪĲȡĮ ΥἀȞĲ¶ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĲȚįȫıȠȞĲĮȢ ΥὅıĮ ΥἂȞ ΥἀȝĳȠĲȑȡȠȚȢ ΥἡȝΥ?ȞıȣȝȕΥ?). 
This surprises Pyrrhus, who had expected a peace proposal, and he accordingly takes counsel 
with his courtiers. Two speeches follow, summarised by Zonaras (8.4.5):  
 
Υὁ ȝΥὲȞ ȠΥ?Ȟ ȂȓȜȦȞ ȝȒĲİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĮΥ?ȤȝĮȜȫĲȠȣȢ ΥἀʌȠįȩıșĮȚ ȝȒĲİ ıʌİȓıĮıșĮȚ
ıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣİȞ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ΥἤįȘ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ ΥἡĲĲȘȝȑȞȦȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȜȠȚʌΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝΥ? 




Milo advised him not to return the prisoners or make peace, but, now that the 
Romans had been defeated, to end their resistance by war. Cineas gave completely 
the opposite advice, urging him to return the prisoners without ransom and send 
ambassadors and money to Rome to seek peace and a treaty. 
 
Extracts from these speeches were given in the Excerpta de sententiis, but are lost in the first 
RILWVODFXQDHH[FHSWIRUWKHHQGRI&LQHDV¶VSHHFK) 40.31 = ES 102). The same fragment 
FRQWLQXHV ZLWK 3\UUKXV¶ DFFHSWDQFH RI &LQHDV¶ DGYLFH DQG KLV EULHf speech to the Roman 
HPEDVV\³I did not make war on you before willingly, Romans, and I would not do so now. I 
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 Caire 2009 provides an excellent analysis of the source traditions, convincingly arguing for Dionysius as the 
likely common source of Appian and Plutarch. Torelli 1978, 137±163, gives a full citation of sources. Other 
analyses and attempted reconstructions of events include Lévêque 1957, 345±370; Lefkowitz 1959; Schiettino 
2009; Stouder 2009. 
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wish above all to become your friend, and so release all the prisoners without ransom and 
make peace´ (F  ȠΥὔĲİ ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ ΥἑțΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ Υὦ Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ ΥἐʌȠȜȑȝȘıĮ ȠΥὔĲ¶ ΥἂȞ ȞΥ?Ȟ
ʌȠȜİȝȒıĮȚȝȚā ĳȓȜȠȢ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ȖİȞȑıșĮȚ ʌİȡΥὶ ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ ʌȠȚȠΥ?ȝĮȚ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ĲȠȪȢ Ĳİ
ĮΥ?ȤȝĮȜȫĲȠȣȢʌȐȞĲĮȢΥἄȞİȣȜȪĲȡȦȞΥἀĳȓȘȝȚțĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȞİΥ?ȡȒȞȘȞıʌȑȞįȠȝĮȚ 
'LRQRZSDVVHVWRWKHFHOHEUDWHGWDOHRI3\UUKXV¶SULYDWHFRQYHUVDWLRQZLWK)DEULFLXV
and his account survives in a lengthy  excerpt (F 40.33±38 = ES DVZHOODVLQ=RQDUDV¶
summary (8.4.7±8).88 Besides offering gifts, Pyrrhus makes a brief speech claiming to regret 
WKHZDUZLWK5RPHDVNLQJIRU)DEULFLXV¶KHOSLQPDNLQJSHDFHDQGLQYLWLQJKLPWRFRPH to 
Greece as his adviser and general (F 40.33).89 The rest of the excerpt is taken up by 
)DEULFLXV¶ UHSO\ WKH ORQJHVW SUHVHUYHG SDVVDJH RI GLUHFW GLVFRXUVH IURP WKH IUDJPHQWDU\
books. Fabricius briefly promises to help Pyrrhus obtain peace if it is in the Roman interest 
and declines his offers (F +HWKHQWXUQVWRFRQWUDVWLQJ3\UUKXV¶FLUFXPVWDQFHVZLWKKLV
own (F 40.35±36): 
 
İΥ? ĲȠȓȞȣȞΥἴıș¶ΥὅĲȚΥἐȖΥ? ȝΥὲȞțĮΥὶ ʌȐȞȣʌȠȜȜΥ? ΥἔȤȦțĮΥὶ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞįȑȠȝĮȚʌȜİȚȩȞȦȞāΥἀȡțİΥ? 
ȖȐȡ ȝȠȚ ĲΥ? ΥὄȞĲĮ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐįİȞΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȜȜȠĲȡȓȦȞ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ā ıΥ? į¶ İΥ? țĮΥὶ ıĳȩįȡĮ
ʌȜȠȣĲİΥ?ȞȞȠȝȓȗİȚȢΥἐȞʌİȞȓΥ? ȝȣȡȓΥ? țĮșȑıĲȘțĮȢāȠΥὐ ȖΥ?ȡΥἂȞȠΥὔĲİĲΥ?ȞΥГʌİȚȡȠȞȠΥὔĲİ
ĲΥἆȜȜĮΥὅıĮțȑțĲȘıĮȚțĮĲĮȜȚʌΥ?ȞįİΥ?ȡ¶ΥἐʌİȡĮȚȫșȘȢİΥἴȖİΥἐțİȓȞȠȚȢĲİΥἠȡțȠΥ? țĮΥὶ ȝΥ? 
ʌȜİȚȩȞȦȞ Υ?ȡȑȖȠȣ ΥὅĲĮȞ ȖȐȡ ĲȚȢ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ʌȐıȤΥ? țĮΥὶ ȝȘįȑȞĮ ΥὅȡȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀʌȜȘıĲȓĮȢ
ʌȠȚΥ?ĲĮȚʌĲȦȤȩĲĮĲȩȢΥἐıĲȚ 
 
Be well assured that my possessions are ample and I wish for no more: what I 
have is sufficient for me, and I desire nothing that belongs to others. You, 
however, think that you have great wealth, but are in dire poverty. You would not 
have left Epirus and your other possessions and crossed here, if you were satisfied 
with them and did not hunger for more. When someone is in this plight and sets 
no limit to his greed, he is the poorest of beggars. 
 
The remainder of the excerpt elaborates this theme. How long the speech continued beyond 
the end of the extract we cannot say.90 
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 Part of F 40.35 is also cited by Ps.-Maximus (12.-/114). 
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 3\UUKXV¶RIIHUof gifts is omitted by the excerptor, but included by Zonaras. 
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of his predecessors and took up a theme of central significance in his history. One tradition 
PDGH)DEULFLXVUHVSRQGEULVNO\WKDWLWZRXOGQRWEHLQ3\UUKXV¶LQWHUHVWWRKDYH)DEULFLXVDW
his court, for his subjects would then prefer him for their king (Plut. Pyrrh. 20.9; App. Samn. 
10.14). Another centred the speech on Fabricius¶FHOHEUDWHGLISHUKDSVXQKLVWRULFDOSRYHUW\
Thus the lengthy oration supplied by Dionysius insists that he has no regrets about his 
poverty, which has not prevented him attaining the highest offices, and the proffered wealth 
could have no attraction for him.91 Dio, however, at least in what survives of his treatment of 
Fabricius, makes no reference to his being poor in comparison with his peers, and his speech 
focuses instead on the ethical topos RIWKHHYLORIµJUHHGIRUPRUH¶pleonexia), as exemplified 
by Pyrrhus, and the importance of being satisfied with what one has, like Fabricius himself. 
Already when introducing Pyrrhus and his expedition to Italy, Dio had attributed it to his 
desire to rule the world and reported Cineas as trying to dissuade him and convince him to be 
content with what he had (F 40.5 = EV /DWHUZKHQUHSRUWLQJ)DEULFLXV¶H[SXOVLRQZKHQ
censor, of Rufinus from the senate for possessing ten pounds of silver, Dio (as echoed by 
Zonaras 8.6.9) iQWHUSUHWHGLWDVVKRZLQJWKDW³Whe Romans deemed poverty to be not lacking 
man\ SRVVHVVLRQV EXW ZDQWLQJ WKHP´. Pleonexia and its dangers for both individuals and 
VWDWHVVHUYHDVDUHFXUUHQWPRWLILQ'LR¶VKLVWRU\DQGWKLVHYLODQGWKHFROODSVHRIWKHYDOXHV
which Fabricius exemplified are presented as among the chief factors which came to 
XQGHUPLQHWKH5RPDQ5HSXEOLF¶VYLDELOLW\92 
,PSRUWDQWDV)DEULFLXV¶VSHHFKZDVIRU'LR¶VSXUSRVHVLWZDVRQO\WKHWKLUGH[WHQGHG
speech in this episode. Although little survives of the speeches of PyrrhuV¶DGYLVHUV0LORDQG
&LQHDVWKH\PXVWWRJHWKHUKDYHRFFXSLHGDJRRGGHDORIVSDFHLQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO7KHH[FHUSW
preceding the lacuna in the Excerpta de sententiis EUHDNVRIIGXULQJ WKH UHSRUWRI3\UUKXV¶
consultation and so shortly before the beginning oI0LOR¶VVSHHFK) 40.30 = ES 101), and 
RXUPDQXVFULSW UHVXPHV LQ DQ H[FHUSW JLYLQJ WKH FORVHRI&LQHDV¶ VSHHFKDQG LWV VHTXHO ) 
40.31 = ES 102), and so the material lost in the lacuna will have come almost entirely from 
these two speeches. The lacuna comprised four pages, and each page of the manuscript held 
16 lines, each of 46±54 characters.93 The lost material thus comprised some 3200 characters. 
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 D.H. AR 19.15±18 Kiessling-Jacoby = 19.S-T Pittia, briefly echoed at App. Samn. 10.13. 
92
 On pleonexia LQ'LR¶VKLVWRU\VHH.XKQ-Chen 2003, 165±168; Rees 2011, 18±23. Dio held that among his 
contemporaries the youQJHU&DWRZDVXQLTXHLQDFWLQJ³purely and without some personal pleonexia´ (37.57.3). 
93
 Boissevain 1906, vii, xiii. 
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Even the ES excerpts from these speeches were thus quite lengthy overall, and we cannot, of 
course, say how much of the original speeches they included. 
Dio could hardly have avoided an incident so well established in the tradition as 
)DEULFLXV¶ SULYDWH LQWHUYLHZ ZLWK 3\UUKXV EXW KH ZDV XQGHU QR VXFK REOLJDWLRQ WR WUHDW
3\UUKXV¶ FRXQFLO DQGPD\ LQGHHGKDYH LQYented its details. Our only other reference is by 
Dionysius, who merely states that 3\UUKXVUHSOLHGWRWKHHPEDVV\³after deliberating with his 
IULHQGV´ &LQHDV¶HDUOLHURSSRVLWLRQWR3\UUKXV¶H[SHGLWLRQZDVZHOODWWHVWHG3OXW
Pyrrh. 14), and DLRPD\KDYH WDNHQ WKLV DQGKLV UROH DV3\UUKXV¶ DPEDVVDGRU DV VXIILFLHQW
justification for making him the spokesman for the peace policy, and then picked on Milo, 
RWKHUZLVHNQRZQMXVWDVRQHRI3\UUKXV¶FRPPDQGHUVDVWKHDGYRFDWHRIZDU'LR¶VPRWLYH
for including this debate may have been partly literary: he may have presented Milo as a bluff 
military man, and will surely have taken the opportunity for rhetorical display afforded by 
Cineas, who, as Plutarch (Pyrrh. 14.1) tells us, was a renowned orator and had studied with 
'HPRVWKHQHV+RZHYHU'LRFOHDUO\ DWWDFKHG LPSRUWDQFHDOVR WR WKHGHEDWH¶V WKHPHZKLFK
UHSULVHV WKH VSHHFK RI +HUHQQLXV 3RQWLXV 2QFH DJDLQ DGYLVHUV WR WKH 5RPDQV¶ HQHPLHV
propound alternative responses, offering them a choice between harsh and mild policies. 
+HUHQQLXV¶VRQHUUHGE\RSWLQJIRUDQXQYLDEOHPLGGOHZD\1RZ3\UUKXVFKRRVHVWKHPLOG
option, but with no greater success.   
'LR¶V DFFRXQWRI&LQHDV¶SHDFHPLVVLRQ VXUYLYHVRQO\ LQ=RQDUDV¶ VXPPDU\ 9±
12). Cineas, he tells XVILUVWYLVLWHGVHQDWRUV¶KRXVHVVHHNLQJ WRVHGXFH WKHPZLWKSUHVHQWV
and talk. Other sources claim that all refused the presents, but Zonaras implies that they were 
accepted.94 Zonaras continues: 
 
țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌİȚįΥ? ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢΥ?țİȚȫıĮĲȠİΥ?ıΥ?ȜșİȞİΥ?ȢĲΥὸ ıȣȞȑįȡȚȠȞțĮΥὶ İΥἶʌİȞΥὡȢ³ȆȪȡȡȠȢ
Υὁ ȕĮıȚȜİΥ?Ȣ ΥἀʌȠȜȠȖİΥ?ĲĮȚ ΥὅĲȚ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὡȢʌȠȜİȝȒıȦȞ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἧțİȞ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ΥὡȢțĮĲĮȜȜȐȟȦȞ
ȉĮȡĮȞĲȓȞȠȣȢĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ Υ?țİĲİȪȠȞĲĮȢā ΥἀȝȑȜİȚțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἁȜȩȞĲĮȢ Υ?ȝΥ?ȞȜȪĲȡȦȞ ΥἀĳΥ?țİȞ
ΥἄĲİȡ țĮΥὶ įȣȞȐȝİȞȠȢ ʌȠȡșΥ?ıĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȤȫȡĮȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȩȜİȚ ʌȡȠıȕĮȜİΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȟȚȠΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ĳȓȜȠȚȢțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢıȣȝȝȐȤȠȚȢ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȖȖȡĮĳΥ?ȞĮȚʌȠȜȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞ Υ?ĳİȜȒıİıșĮȚ Υἀĳ¶ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ
ΥἐȜʌȓȗȦȞʌȜİȓȦį¶ΥἔĲȚțĮΥὶ ȝİȓȗȦİΥὐİȡȖİĲȒıİȚȞΥ?ȝΥ?Ȣ ´
 
When he had won over many, hHHQWHUHGWKHVHQDWHDQGVDLG³King Pyrrhus offers 
as his defence that he came not to make war against you, but to reconcile you with 
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 Refusal: Diod. Sic. 22.6.3; Val. Max. 4.3.14; Plut. Pyrrh. 18.5. 
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the Tarentines, at their entreaty. Moreover, he has released your prisoners without 
ransom, and, although able to sack your land and attack the city, he asks to be 
enrolled among your friends and allies, hoping to receive much benefit from you 
and perform HYHQJUHDWHUVHUYLFHVIRU\RX´ 
 
The senators, Zonaras tells us, deliberated for several days and were inclined to make peace, 
until Ap. Claudius Caecus intervened: 
 
ȝĮșΥ?ȞįΥὲ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ΥἌʌʌȚȠȢ Υὁ ĲȣĳȜΥὸȢ ΥἐțȠȝȓıșȘ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲΥὸ ȕȠȣȜİȣĲȒȡȚȠȞ  țĮΥὶ İΥἶʌİȝΥ? 
ıȣȝĳȑȡİȚȞĲΥ?ȢʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸȞȆȪȡȡȠȞıȣȝȕȐıİȚȢĲΥ? ʌȠȜȚĲİȓΥ?ʌĮȡΥῄȞİıİįΥὲ țĮΥὶ ĮΥὐĲȓțĮ
ĲΥὸȞ ȀȚȞȞȑĮȞ ΥἐȟİȜȐıĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȩȜİȦȢ țĮΥὶ įȚ¶ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? įȘȜΥ?ıĮȚ ĲΥ? ȆȪȡȡΥ? ȠΥἴțĮįİ
ΥἀȞĮȤȦȡȒıĮȞĲĮ ΥἐțİΥ?șİȞ ΥἐʌȚțȘȡȣțİȪıĮıșĮȚʌİȡΥὶ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȢĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υἢ țĮΥὶ ʌİȡΥὶ ΥἑĲȑȡȠȣ
ΥὅĲȠȣįȑȠȚĲȠ 
 
Learning this, Appius the Blind was carried into the senate-house ... and said that 
WKHDJUHHPHQWZLWK3\UUKXVZDVQRWLQWKHVWDWH¶VLQWHUHVWDQGXUJHGWKHPWRH[SHO
Cineas from the city at once and through him to show Pyrrhus that he should 




,W LV OLNHO\ WKDW=RQDUDV¶GLUHFW-discourse statement for Cineas reflects a comparable 
VWDWHPHQWLQ'LR¶s original, but the manner in which Zonaras presents it, without any hint of 
VXPPDUL]LQJDODUJHUVSHHFKVXJJHVWVWKDWDOWKRXJK'LR¶VYHUVLRQPD\KDYHEHHQVRPHZKDW
fuller, it was nonetheless a relatively short statement, rather than an extended speech, which 
ZRXOG KDYH VXIIHUHG IURP GXSOLFDWLRQ ZLWK &LQHDV¶ HDUOLHU VSHHFK LQ 3\UUKXV¶ FRXQFLO ,Q
NHHSLQJ ZLWK &LQHDV¶ DUJXPHQW WKHUH 'LR HYLGHQWO\ SUHVHQWHG WKH RIIHUHG SHDFH WHUPV DV
mild, rather than the harsher option requiring the Romans to give up alliances with non-
Latins reported by some sources.95  
 $SSLXV &ODXGLXV &DHFXV¶ GHFLVLYH LQWHUYHQWLRQ ZDV PXFK FHOHEUDWHG DQG D WH[W
purporting to be his speech was extant in later times (Cic. Sen. 16, Brut. 61; Sen. Ep. 114.13; 
Tac. Dial. 18.4, 21.7). Direct-discourse versions of the speech were given at least by Ennius 
                                                          
95
 Thus Ined. Vat. 2; App. Samn. 10.3. Milder terms also at Plut. Pyrrh. 18.6. 
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(Ann. 199±200 Skutsch, cited by Cic. Sen. 16) and by Greek writers (Ined. Vat. 2;  Plut. 
Pyrrh. 19.1±4; App. Samn. 10.5). Dio too may have given Appius a direct-discourse speech, 
EXW=RQDUDV¶bald summary gives no encouragement for this conclusion, and Dio too may 
have contented himself with a mere speech report, perhaps sharing the reluctance of many 
earlier historians to compose a version of a speech of which the purported original was 
available in published form (Brock 1995). A striking fragment (F 40.40 = ES 105), rightly 
VWUHVVHGE\.HPH]LVFRPPHQWVRQWKHFKDQJHRIKHDUWEURXJKWDERXWE\$SSLXV¶
intervention as an illustration of the power of oratory: 
 
ĲȠȚĮȪĲȘȝΥὲȞ Υἡ ĲȠΥ? ȜȩȖȠȣĳȪıȚȢ ΥἐıĲΥὶ țĮΥὶ ĲȠıĮȪĲȘȞ Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȤİȚ Υ?ıĲİțĮΥὶ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ
Υ?ʌ¶ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ĲȩĲİȝİĲĮȕĮȜİΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ΥἀȞĲȓʌĮȜȠȞțĮΥὶ ȝΥ?ıȠȢțĮΥὶ șȐȡıȠȢĲȠΥ? ĲİįȑȠȣȢ
ĲȠΥ? ȆȪȡȡȠȣțĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȢΥἐțĲΥ?ȞįȫȡȦȞĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἀȜȜȠȚȫıİȦȢʌİȡȚıĲΥ?ȞĮȚ 
 
Such is the nature of speech and so great a power does it have that it even led 
them then to change to the opposite and substitute hatred and courage for the fear 
of Pyrrhus and the distraction wrought by his gifts. 
 
However, its placing in the Excerpta de sententiis shows that this fragment did not 
immediately follow WKHUHSRUWRI$SSLXV¶VSHHFKEXWFDPHDIWHU'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHIXUWKHU
measures to which it gave rise, such as fresh levies (F 40.39 = ES 104), and so this passage is 
not an indication that Dio himself gave a direct-discourse version of the speech. 
 
The First Punic War 
 
The first two wars with Carthage were the most important external conflict which Dio had to 
narrate, and, like his predecessors, he accorded them correspondingly ample space: the First 
Punic War (264±241 BC) and the immediately following years occupied Books 11±12, and 
the Second Punic War (218±201 BC) took up Books 13±17. Dio gave a year-by-year narrative 
throughout these books, except for a few years of relative inactivity (Rich 2016, 276, 280±
281). In the absence of Livy, Dio-Zonaras provides our fullest witness to the Roman 
historical tradition for the years 264±219, providing a valuable supplement and occasional 
corrective to Polybius (Bleckmann 2002, 35±56).  
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 Fragments (F 43.1±4 = ES 111±112; cf. Zonar. 8.8.3) show Dio analysing the causes 
RI WKH )LUVW 3XQLF :DU LQ D PDQQHU FOHDUO\ PRGHOOHG RQ 7KXF\GLGHV¶ H[SODQDWLRQ RI WKH
Peloponnesian War (1.23.5±6), contrasting the expressed grievances with the truest cause. 
+RZHYHUZKHUHDV7KXF\GLGHV¶DQDO\VLV LVRQH-sided, attributing his war to Spartan fear of 
$WKHQLDQ H[SDQVLRQ 'LR¶V LV UHFLSURFDO ERWK WKH 5RPDQV DQG WKH &DUWKDJLQLDQV ZHUH
motivated by a natural desire for expansion and by mutual fear. This realist interpretation 
seems to have led Dio to reject the opportunity for a major speech episode at the start of the 
war. Zonaras (8.8.4) tells us that in response to the appeal of the Mamertines of Messana 
(which for Dio was merely the spark whiFK VWDUWHG WKHZDU WKH5RPDQV ³UHDGLO\YRWHG WR
VHQG WKHP KHOS´ (ΥἑĲȠȓȝȦȢ ΥἐʌȚțȠȣȡΥ?ıĮȚ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȥȘĳȓıĮȞĲȠ), knowing that otherwise the 
Carthaginians would get Messana, complete the conquest of Sicily and cross to Italy. Both 
Polybius and Livy reported a great debate at Rome, with the Romans torn between the 
0DPHUWLQHV¶ XQVDYRXU\ UHSXWDWLRQ DQG WKH LPperatives for war.96 Dio apparently opted to 
reject this tradition and assert instead that the Romans went ahead without hesitation.  
 By the time the Roman commander, Ap. Claudius Caudex, consul in 264, reached the 
Straits, a Carthaginian garrison had been installed in Messana. Dio recounted at some length 
how Claudius succeeded in ousting the Carthaginian garrison, crossing the Straits, and 
defeating the combined forces of Carthage and the Syracusan king Hiero. A good deal of this 
narrative survives in fragments (F 43.5±11 = ES 113±118) and Zonaras (8.8.7±9.5), including 
reports of several speeches: the military tribune C. Claudius, who had been sent ahead, 
DGGUHVVHV WKH 0DPHUWLQHV¶ DVVHPEO\ ) 43.5±6, Zonar. 8.8.7±9); Hanno, the Carthaginian 
garrison commander, threatens not to allow the Romans even to wash their hands in the sea 
(F 43.9; Zonar. 8.9.1); Ap. Claudius addresses the Mamertines (F 43.10; Zonar. 8.9.3), and 
subsequently encourages his troops (F 43.11).97 All but one of these (sometimes quite 
lengthy) speech reports are preserved in fragments, and these are solely in indirect discourse, 
except for a single sentence in which ApSLXV WHOOV WKH0DPHUWLQHV WKDW ³I have no need of 
arms, but leave everythLQJWR\RX\RXUVHOYHVWRGHFLGH´ (F 43.10: ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ įȑȠȝĮȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὅʌȜȦȞ, 
ΥἀȜȜ¶ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȝΥ?Ȟ įȚĮȖȞΥ?ȞĮȚ ʌȐȞĲĮ ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑʌȦ). The one report not preserved in a fragment 
FRQFHUQV$SSLXV¶FRQIURQWDWLRQZLWK+DQQR LQWKH0DPHUWLQHDVVHPEO\ IRUZKLFK=RQDUas 
 VLPSO\ VWDWHV WKDW ³when many words had been spoken LQ YDLQ RQ ERWK VLGHV´ 
                                                          
96
 Polyb. 1.10.3±11.3; Livy, Per. 16. 
97




(ʌȠȜȜΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἀȝĳȠΥ?Ȟ ȝȐĲȘȞ ȜİȤșȑȞĲȦȞ), one of the Romans threw Hanno into prison. It is 
possible that Dio composed direct-discourse speeches for Appius and Hanno at this point, but 
perhaps more likely that he too merely reported that the speeches were made. Gutschmid 
DVVLJQHG WR +DQQR¶V VSHHFK D GLUHFW-discourse fragment preserved by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ 
ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ with attribution to Book 11.98 However, the content of the fragment lends no 
support to this conjecture and the book attribution itself may be false. 
 Two short direct-GLVFRXUVHXWWHUDQFHVDUHSUHVHUYHGIURP'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHUHVWRI
the war, both by Carthaginians, namely their commander Hannibal, in a message to the 
Carthaginians which led them to spare him from execution after his naval defeat in 260, and 
the envoy Hanno, dissuading the Romans from arresting him in 256. The first is preserved in 
a fragment (F 43.18 = ES 122) as well as Zonaras (8.11.4); the second survives in Zonaras 
(8.12.9), but the corresponding fragment (F 43.21 = ES 124) is interrupted just before 
+DQQR¶V UHPDUN E\ WKH VHFRQG IRXU-page lacuna in the Excerpta de sententiis.  The 
manuscript of ES only resumes with an excerpt relating to the year 236 (F 46.2 = ES 125). 
The lost portion will doubtless have included several direct-discourse excerpts. 
 7KHRQO\RWKHUVXUYLYLQJWUDFHVRIGLUHFWGLVFRXUVHLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH)LUVW3XQLF
:DUDUHIURPLWVRQO\NQRZQH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHSLVRGH5HJXOXV¶DGGUHVVWRWKHVHQDWH99 The 
IDPRXV WDOHRI WKH FDSWLYH5HJXOXV¶ Ueturn to Rome, disbelieved by most modern scholars, 
was a staple of the Roman historical tradition from at least the later second century.100 Having 
been taken prisoner by the Carthaginians after his defeat in 255, Regulus was said to have 
been sent back to Rome in 251 as part of a Carthaginian mission, with instructions (in the 
version followed by Dio) to seek either a peace settlement or (failing that) a prisoner 
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
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 The story is known to have figured in the histories of Sempronius Tuditanus and Aelius Tubero (Gell. 7.4 = 
FRHist 10 F 8, 38 F 12), and is frequently mentioned by Cicero and later authors. On the tradition see Klebs 




exchange.101 A fragment (F 43.26±27 = ELg SUHVHUYHVWKHVWDUWRI'LR¶VDFFRXQWEXWVWRSV
befoUH5HJXOXVVSHDNV,Q=RQDUDV¶YHUVLRQ5HJXOXVRQHQWHULQJWKHVHQDWHILUVWJLYHVDEULHI
direct-GLVFRXUVHVWDWHPHQWRIWKH&DUWKDJLQLDQV¶UHTXHVWV$IWHUEHLQJDVNHGWRJLYH
his own view and permitted to do so by the Carthaginian envoys, he makes a longer speech 
urging the rejection of the Carthaginian proposals and declaring his determination to go back 
to Carthage, as he had sworn to do if the mission failed (Zonar. 8.15.4±5). He then returns to 
the anticipated death by torture. 
 =RQDUDV¶YHUVLRQRI5HJXOXV¶PDLQ VSHHFKRSHQV DQGFORVHVZLWKSDVVDJHV LQGLUHFW
discourse, the first declaring that, although his body belongs to the Carthaginians, his spirit is 
still Roman and the second insisting that he must return to Carthage. Between them a short 
linking pasVDJHDGGV WKDW ³he also stated his reaVRQV IRURSSRVLQJ WKH DJUHHPHQW´ (țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ 
ĮΥ?ĲȓĮȢ ʌȡȠıȑșȘțİ įȚ¶ ΥἅȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ ıȣȝȕȐıİȚȢ ΥἀʌȘȖȩȡİȣİ=RQDUDV¶ZRUGLQJ VKRZV WKDW5HJXOXV
ZDVJLYHQDQH[WHQGHGVSHHFKLQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO=RQDUDV¶GLUHFW-discourse passages will have 
been merely selected from the opening and closing sections of the original, and his linking 
QRWLFH VXJJHVWV WKDW'LR¶V VSHHFK GLODWHG DW VRPH OHQJWK RQ5HJXOXV¶ REMHFWLRQV ERWK WR D
peace settlement and to returning Carthaginian prisoners. The Excerpta de sententiis probably 
included several extracts from the speech, now lost in the lacuna.  
 Parallels with Zonaras identify two fragments cited by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ as 
coming from this Regulus episode: F 30 (= Synt. İ38a), cited as from Book 11, reports the 
&DUWKDJLQLDQHQYR\V¶SHUPLVVLRQIRU5HJXOXVWRVSHDNDQG) 43.32d (= Synt. Į47), cited as 
from Book 12, comes from the opening section of his speech. If these book attributions are 
FRUUHFWWKHVSHHFKZLOOKDYHRSHQHG'LR¶V%Rok 12.102 Boissevain (1895, 166±168) attributes 
three further citations in the lexicon to this context, assigning F 43.32a (cited as from Book 
WR'LR¶VLQWURGXFWLRQWR5HJXOXV¶VSHHFKDQG) 43.31 and 32e (the former cited as from 
Book 11, the latter from Book 12) to the speech itself, but, although the last two must come 
from a speech, the context of all three fragments is uncertain. 
 'LRZLOOKDYHEHHQIROORZLQJKLVSUHGHFHVVRUV¶H[DPSOHLQFRPSRVLQJWKLVVSHHFKIRU
Regulus. Surviving direct-discourse versions of his speech happen to come only from poets 
(Hor. Carm. 3.5.18±40, Sil. Pun. 6.467±489), but some historical writers too will surely have 
ULVHQ WR WKH FKDOOHQJH +RZHYHU 'LR¶V GHFLVLRQ WR LQFOXGH LW DOVR UHIOHFWV WKH LPSRUWDQFH
which he attached to its themes. The acceptability of compromise peace settlements and of 
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earlier successes (Zonar. 8.13.5±7). However, like Curtius (and unlike Postumius), he shows 
KHURLF VHOIOHVVQHVV DQG LV DFFRUGLQJO\ UHSHDWHGO\ FLWHG DV DQ H[HPSODU LQ 'LR¶V ODWHU
speeches, as by other authors.103  
Only one direct-GLVFRXUVHSDVVDJHFDQEHWUDFHGLQZKDWVXUYLYHVRI'LR¶VDFFRXQWRI
the period between the first two Punic wars, namely a sharp remark to the Roman senate by 
the Carthaginian ambassador Hanno when (according to Dio) the peace treaty was renewed in 
236 (F 46.1 = ELg 6). 
 
The Origins of the Second Punic War 
 
The extant remains show that Dio devoted ample space to the origins of the Second Punic 
War, as was fitting for the greatest external conflict in his history (F 52, 54±56; Zonar. 8.21±
22). His account probably opened Book 13 and took up the greater part of the book (Rich 
2006, 276, 281).  
Polybius (3.6± LV RXU HDUOLHVW DQGPRVW UHOLDEOH VRXUFH RQ WKHZDU¶V RULJLQV+LV
account differs in various significant respects from the Roman historical tradition, 
represented for us particularly by Livy, Silius Italicus, Appian and Dio/Zonaras, each of 
which showV IXUWKHU LQGLYLGXDOGLYHUJHQFHV&KURQRORJ\ZDVRQHRI WKH5RPDQ WUDGLWLRQ¶V
weaknesses: Dio, like the other Roman sources, narrated the siege of Saguntum, which 
precipitated the war, under 218, the first year of the war, whereas the eight-month siege in 
fact took place the previous year. However, one respect in which the Roman tradition may be 
preferable to Polybius is its stress on internal disagreements at Rome and Carthage, a factor 
which Polybius was concerned to minimise.104 
 All our sources agree in making Hannibal the prime mover in the war. Polybius (3.15) 
tells us that a Roman embassy went first to Hannibal in Spain and then to Carthage to warn 
against an attack on Saguntum, to which Hannibal responded by laying siege to the town. By 
contrast, the Roman accounts, including Dio (as summarised by Zonaras), represent the 
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 Cass. Dio 45.32.4; 53.8.3; 64.13.2. 
 266 
 
embassy as sent in protest after the start of the siege, and most report a debate at Carthage on 
how to respond.105 =RQDUDVUHSRUWVWKHHPEDVV\¶VUHFHSWLRQDW&DUWKDJHDVIROORZV: 
  
ȖİȞȠȝȑȞȘȢ įΥὲ ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮȢ ȠΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȞ ΥἄȖİȚȞ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȣȢ ıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣȠȞ ȠΥ? įΥὲ ĲΥ? ΥμȞȞȓȕΥ?  ʌȡȠıțİȓȝİȞȠȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥὲȞ ǽĮțȣȞșȓȠȣȢ
ΥἀįȚțİΥ?ȞĲȠΥ?ȢįΥὲ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȣȢĲΥ? ȝȘįΥὲȞıĳȓıȚʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮʌȠȜȣʌȡĮȖȝȠȞİΥ?Ȟ ΥἔȜİȖȠȞ
țĮΥὶ ĲȑȜȠȢΥἐʌİțȡȐĲȘıĮȞȠΥ? ʌȠȜİȝΥ?ıĮȚıĳΥ?ȢΥἀȞĮʌİȓșȠȞĲİȢ  
 
When an assembly had been called, some of the Carthaginians advised 
maintaining peace with the Romans, but the supporters of Hannibal said that the 
Saguntines were in the wrong and the Romans were meddling in matters which 
did not concern them. Eventually those who were urging them to make war 
prevailed. 
 
No doubt Dio, like our other sources, represented the debate as taking place in the 
&DUWKDJLQLDQ VHQDWHZLWK =RQDUDV¶ XVH RI WKHZRUG ΥἐțțȜȘıȓĮ EHLQJ DPHUH VOLS =RQDUDV¶
narrative then returns to Saguntum and its fall in the eighth month of the siege. He then 
continues (8.22.1±3): 
 
țĮΥὶ įȚ¶ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥἳ Ĳİ Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ țĮΥὶ ȠΥ? ȀĮȡȤȘįȩȞȚȠȚ ΥἐʌȠȜȑȝȘıĮȞ. Υὁ ȖΥ?ȡΥμȞȞȓȕĮȢțĮΥὶ 
ıȣȝȝȐȤȠȣȢıȣȤȞȠΥ?ȢʌȡȠıȜĮȕΥ?ȞİΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞΥἸĲĮȜȓĮȞ ΥἠʌİȓȖİĲȠʌȣșȩȝİȞȠȚįΥὲ ĲĮΥ?ș¶ȠΥ? 
Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ ıȣȞΥ?ȜșȠȞ İΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸ ıȣȞȑįȡȚȠȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȜȑȤșȘ ȝΥὲȞ ʌȠȜȜȐ ȁȠȪțȚȠȢ įΥὲ 
ȀȠȡȞȒȜȚȠȢȁȑȞĲȠȣȜȠȢΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİțĮΥὶ İΥἶʌİȝΥ? ȝȑȜȜİȚȞΥἀȜȜΥ? ʌȩȜİȝȠȞțĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ
ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚțĮΥὶ įȚȤΥ? įȚİȜİΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢΥ?ʌȐĲȠȣȢțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ıĲȡĮĲİȪȝĮĲĮ
țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢȝΥὲȞİΥ?ȢĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἸȕȘȡȓĮȞĲȠΥ?Ȣ įΥὲ İΥ?ȢĲΥ?ȞȁȚȕȪȘȞʌȑȝȥĮȚ ΥἵȞ¶ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ ȞĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ
ȤȡȩȞȠȞ Υἥ Ĳİ ȤȫȡĮ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȠȡșΥ?ĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȠΥ? ıȪȝȝĮȤȠȚ țĮțȠȣȡȖΥ?ȞĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ? 
ΥἸȕȘȡȓΥ? ȕȠȘșΥ?ıĮȚįȪȞȦȞĲĮȚȝȒĲ¶ΥἐțİΥ?șİȞĮΥὐĲȠΥὶ ΥἐʌȚțȠȣȡȘșΥ?ıȚʌȡΥὸȢĲĮΥ?ĲĮȀȪȚȞĲȠȢ
ĭȐȕȚȠȢ ȂȐȟȚȝȠȢ ΥἀȞĲȑșİĲȠ ȝΥ? ȠΥ?ĲȦȢ Υἐț ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ ĲȡȩʌȠȣ ĲΥὸȞ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ įİΥ?Ȟ
ȥȘĳȓıĮıșĮȚ ΥἀȜȜΥ? ʌȡİıȕİȓΥ? ȤȡȒıĮıșĮȚ ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ țΥἂȞ ȝΥὲȞ ʌİȓıȦıȚȞ ΥὅĲȚ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ
ΥἀįȚțȠΥ?ıȚȞΥἡıȣȤȓĮȞΥἄȖİȚȞΥἂȞį¶ΥἀįȚțȠΥ?ȞĲİȢΥἁȜΥ?ıȚĲȩĲİʌȠȜİȝΥ?ıĮȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ?ȢΥἵȞĮțĮΥὶ 
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On account of the Saguntines the Romans and the Carthaginians went to war. 
Hannibal, taking with him many allies, hastened to Italy. Learning this, the 
Romans convened in the senatehouse, and many speeches were made. Lucius 
Cornelius Lentulus made a speech in which he said that they should not delay, but 
vote war against the Carthaginians and deploy the consuls and their armies 
separately, sending one force to Spain and the other to Africa, so that 
VLPXOWDQHRXVO\WKH&DUWKDJLQLDQV¶RZQWHUULWRU\Zould be ravaged and their allies 
would suffer, and they would be unable to send help to Spain or receive aid from 
there. Quintus Fabius Maximus replied to this that they should not thus vote war 
outright, but should first send an embassy, and, if the Carthaginians convinced 
them that they had done nothing wrong, they should take no action, but, if they 
ZHUHSURYHGWRKDYHGRQHZURQJWKH5RPDQVVKRXOGWKHQPDNHZDURQWKHPµLQ
RUGHU WKDWZHPD\ FDVW WKH UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU WKHZDU RQ WKHP¶6XFK LQ RXWOLQH
were the opinions of these two men. 
 
The senate, as we learn from a fragment (F 55.9 = ES 141) as well as Zonaras, then decided 
WRPDNHSUHSDUDWLRQV IRUZDU DQGDOVR VHQGDQHPEDVV\ WR&DUWKDJH WRGHPDQG+DQQLEDO¶V
surrender and, if it were refused, declare war. A further debate at Carthage followed the 
HPEDVV\¶VDUULYDOUHSRUWHGE\=RQDUDVDs follows (8.22.5±6): 
 
țĮȓ ĲȚȢ ΥμıįȡȠȪȕĮȢ İΥἷȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ΥμȞȞȓȕȠȣ ʌȡȠʌĮȡİıțİȣĮıȝȑȞȦȞ
ıȣȞİȕȠȪȜİȣıİıĳȓıȚȤȡΥ?ȞĮȚĲȒȞĲİΥἀȡȤĮȓĮȞΥἐȜİȣșİȡȓĮȞΥἀȞĮțĲȒıĮıșĮȚțĮΥὶ ĲΥ?ȞΥἐț
ĲΥ?Ȣ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȢ įȠȣȜİȓĮȞ ΥἀʌȠĲȡȓȥĮıșĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȤȡȒȝĮıȚ țĮΥὶ įȣȞȐȝİıȚ țĮΥὶ ıȣȝȝȐȤȠȚȢ
ıȣȖțİțȡȠĲȘȝȑȞȠȚȢ ΥἐʌĮȖĮȖΥ?Ȟ ΥὅĲȚ ³țΥἂȞ ĲΥ? ΥμȞȞȓȕΥ?  ȝȩȞΥ? ΥὅıĮ ȕȠȪȜİĲĮȚ ʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ
ΥἐʌȚĲȡȑȥȘĲİ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȡȠıȒțȠȞĲĮ ΥἔıĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥὶ ʌȠȞȒıİĲİ´ ĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮ įΥὲ 
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? İΥ?ʌȩȞĲȠȢ ΥἌȞȞȦȞ Υὁ ȝȑȖĮȢ ΥἐȞĮȞĲȚȠȪȝİȞȠȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȠΥ? ΥμıįȡȠȪȕȠȣ ȜȩȖȠȚȢ
ȖȞȫȝȘȞ İΥ?ıȒȞİȖțİ ȝȒĲİΥ?įȓȦȢ ȝȒĲİ ȝȚțȡΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȜȜȠĲȡȓȦȞ ΥἐȖțȜȘȝȐĲȦȞ ΥἕȞİțĮ
ĲΥὸȞ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞ Υἐĳ¶ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌȚıʌȐıĮıșĮȚ ʌĮȡΥὸȞ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ȜΥ?ıĮȚ ĲΥ? įΥὲ ΥἐȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ
įȡȐıĮȞĲĮȢĮΥὐĲΥ? ĲȡȑȥĮȚțĮΥὶ Υὁ ȝΥὲȞĲĮΥ?ĲĮİΥ?ʌΥ?ȞΥἐʌĮȪıĮĲȠĲΥ?ȞįΥὲ ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȦȞȠΥ? 
ȝΥὲȞ ʌȡİıȕȪĲİȡȠȚ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ʌȡΥὶȞ ȝİȝȞȘȝȑȞȠȚ ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ıȣȞİĲȓșİȞĲȠ ȠΥ? į¶ ΥἐȞ




A certain Hasdrubal, one of those who had been primed in advance by Hannibal, 
maintained that they should recover their ancient freedom and shake off the 
slavery resulting from the peace through their combined wealth, forces and allies, 
XUJLQJWKDWµLI\RX permit Hannibal on his own to act as he wishes, what is needed 
ZLOOEHGRQHZLWKRXW\RXUWDNLQJDQ\WURXEOH¶:KHQKHKDGVSRNHQWKXV+DQQR
WKH*UHDWLQRSSRVLWLRQWR+DVGUXEDO¶VZRUGVH[SUHVVHGWKHYLHZWKDWWKH\VKRXOG
not draw the war on themselves lightly or for trivial grievances which did not 
concern them, when they could resolve some and divert others on to those 
responsible. Having spoken thus, he stopped, and the older Carthaginians, who 
remembered the previous war, sided with him, while the younger men and 
especially all the partisans of Hannibal strongly opposed him.   
 
'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHVHTXHOLVSUHVHUYHGLQDIUDJPHQW) 55.10 = ES 142) as well as Zonaras 
(8.22.7). The ambassador M. Fabius, holding folds of his toga in each hand, makes a brief 
direct-GLVFRXUVH VWDWHPHQW ³I bring you here, Carthaginians, both war and peace: choose 
VWUDLJKWDZD\ZKLFKHYHU \RXZDQW´ (ΥἐȖΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐȞĲĮΥ?ș¶ Υὦ ȀĮȡȤȘįȩȞȚȠȚ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸȞʌȩȜİȝȠȞțĮΥὶ 
ĲΥ?Ȟ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȞ ĳȑȡȦ Υ?ȝİΥ?Ȣ į¶ ΥὁʌȩĲİȡȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ȕȠȪȜİıșİ ΥἄȞĲȚțȡȣȢ ΥἕȜİıșİ 7ROG that they 
would accept either, he then declares war. 
0)DELXV¶HPEDVV\DIWHUWKHIDOORI6DJXQWXPGHPDQGLQJ+DQQLEDO¶VVXUUHQGHUDQG
declaring war, is also reported by Polybius and by other Roman sources. However, none of 
these associate it with debate at Rome or Carthage.106 Polybius (3.20) insists there was no 
dispute at Rome about going to war after the fall of Saguntum, criticizing the Greek writers 
Chaereas and Sosylus who had reported such a debate. Other sources mention debates at 
Rome and Carthage only in connection wiWKWKHHDUOLHU5RPDQHPEDVV\EHIRUH6DJXQWXP¶V
fall.107 These issues remain in dispute: thus for the Lentulus/Fabius debate, some scholars 
regard it as a fiction (e.g. Harris 1979, 204, 269±270), and, of those who accept it as 
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 Livy 21.6.3±8, 10.1±11.2; App. Iber. 11; Sil. Pun. 1.672±694, 2.270±380. The speakers at Rome are 
identified as Lentulus and Fabius by Silius, but unnamed in other sources. Both Livy and Silius name Hanno as 
speaking against war at Carthage; Silius calls his opponent Gestar.  
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historical, some date it during the siege of Saguntum (e.g. Hoyos 1998, 226±232) and others 
after its fall (e.g. Rich 1996, 12±13, 30±33). 
=RQDUDV¶ DFFRXQW RI WKH GHEDWH LQ WKH 5RPDQ VHQDWH LV LWVHOI GHWDLOHG HQRXJK WR
indicate that Dio wrote extended direct-discourse speeches for Lentulus and Fabius, and 
several fragments can be certainly identified as from these speeches. Lentulus warns at some 
length against a mild policy towards the Carthaginians in the light of their past experience of 
these opponents (F 55.2 = ES 136), and in a second, briefer fragment he generalises in favour 
of war (F 55.3 =ES 137, Ps.-Maximus 66.-/37.15): 
 
Υὁ ȝΥὲȞʌȩȜİȝȠȢțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȠΥ?țİΥ?ȐĲȚıȚıȫȗİȚțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ΥἀȜȜȩĲȡȚĮʌȡȠıțĲΥ?ĲĮȚΥἡ įΥὲ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘ
ȠΥὐȤΥὅʌȦȢĲΥ? ʌȠȡȚıșȑȞĲĮįȚ¶ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȞΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἑĮȣĲΥ?ȞʌȡȠıĮʌȩȜȜȣıȚȞ 
 
War both SUHVHUYHVPHQ¶VRZQSRVVHVVLRQVDQGDFTXLUHVWKRVHRIRWKHUVEXWSHDFH
destroys not just what war has provided but itself as well. 
 
)DELXV XUJHV /HQWXOXV QRW WR DURXVH WKH5RPDQV¶ DQJHU EHIRUH KH FDQ VKRZ WKDWZDUZLOO
really be to their advantage (F 55.3b±5 = ES 138, Ps.-Maximus 2.38/38), discusses the best 
way to learn from setbacks (F 55.7 = ES 139, Ps.-Maximus 18.-/70), and insists on the 
importance of avoiding the appearance of starting a war (F 55.8 = ES 140). 
The position of these fragments in the Excerpta de sententiis, along with their content, 
puts their attribution to the Lentulus/Fabius debate beyond doubt. They show that, whereas 
Zonaras merely summarisHG /HQWXOXV¶ DQG )DELXV¶ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV WKH VSHHFKHV 'LR
composed for them deployed lengthy moralising and rhetorical argumentation in his 
characteristic manner, with some Thucydidean echoes (Kyhnitzsch 1894, 71±73). 
Nonetheless, except for F 55.7, whose relevance is less clear, they are all evidently to the 
point.  
Boissevain and the Loeb HGLWRU&DU\DOVRSULQWXQGHU)DELXV¶VSHHFKVHYHUDO IXUWKHU
Dio fragments preserved only in Ps.-Maximus, namely F 55.3a and 6 (= Ps.-Maximus 
2.37/37, 18.-/68) and F 57.12 (in fact two separate fragments: Ps.-Maximus 66.11/37.12, 66.-
/37.13). The only basis for printing these fragments here is that they come from the same 
chapters of Ps.-Maximus as fragments which also occur in the Excerpta de sententiis and are 
DFFRUGLQJO\NQRZQ WR FRPH IURP)DELXV¶ VSHHFK ,QKLV QRWHV%RLVVHYDLQ 6±197) 




LV LQ ODUJHSDUW UHVSRQVLEOH IRU WKH FRPPRQGLVPLVVDOVRI 'LR¶Vdebate as merely vacuous 
moralising.108 There is in fact no good reason to ascribe any of these fragments to this debate, 
and F 55.3a and 6 may indeed be authorial statements rather than in direct discourse. 
6FKRODUO\DWWHQWLRQKDVEHHQGHYRWHGDOPRVWH[FOXVLYHO\WR'LR¶VYHUVLRQ of the debate 
DW5RPHIURPZKLFKWKHEXONRIWKHIUDJPHQWVFHUWDLQO\FRPH+RZHYHU=RQDUDV¶QDUUDWLYH
VKRZVWKDWWKLVZDVRQO\RQHRIWKUHHGHEDWHVLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHRULJLQVRIWKHZDUEHLQJ
IUDPHGE\WZRGHEDWHVDW&DUWKDJH=RQDUDV¶OHQJWK\VXPmaries of those debates (including 
VRPH GLUHFW GLVFRXUVH IRU WKH VHFRQGPDNH LW OLNHO\ WKDW LQ'LR¶V RULJLQDO WKHVH WRRZHUH
extended direct-discourse speech episodes. 
F ZKRVHFRQWHQWLGHQWLILHVLWDVFHUWDLQO\IURP/HQWXOXV¶VSHHFKLVSUHFHGHGLQ
the Excerpta de sententiis by two short excerpts (F 55.1 = ES 134, 135) which have also been 
DVFULEHGE\'LR¶VHGLWRUVDQGLQDOOVXEVHTXHQWGLVFXVVLRQVWRWKHGHEDWHLQthe Roman senate. 
However, both fragments are in fact much more likely to come from the earlier debate at 
Carthage summarised by Zonaras (8.21.9, cited above).  
The first of these fragments is an epigrammatic praise of peace: Υἡ ȝΥὲȞ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘ țĮΥὶ 
ʌȠȡȓȗİȚȤȡȒȝĮĲĮțĮΥὶ ĳȣȜȐııİȚ Υὁ įΥὲ įΥ? ʌȩȜİȝȠȢțĮΥὶ ΥἀȞĮȜȓıțİȚțĮΥὶ įȚĮĳșİȓȡİȚ ³Peace both 
provides and guards wealth, but waU ERWK FRQVXPHV DQG GHVWUR\V LW´ /HQWXOXV¶ FORVHO\
parallel praise of war (F FLWHGDERYHLVDUHVSRQVHWRWKLVHDUOLHUVSHDNHU¶VFODLP,W has 
been generally supposed that this fragment comes from a first speech in the Roman debate, 
arguing against the war. However, DOWKRXJK =RQDUDV GRHV VD\ WKDW ³PDQ\ VSHHFKHV ZHUH
PDGH´ there, it is unlikely that Dio provided direct-discourse orations for speakers other than 
Lentulus and Fabius and allowed another speaker to make the case against war before Fabius. 
The first debate at Carthage, however, provides an entirely satisfactory context for this 
fragment. =RQDUDV¶ VXPPDU\ WHOOV XV WKDW ³some of the Carthaginians advised maintaining 
SHDFHZLWKWKH5RPDQV´'LR¶VYHUVLRQRIWKHGHEDWHHYLGHQWO\LQFOXGHGDILUVWVSHHFKPDNLQJ
the case for peace, from which this fragment derives. 
7KH VHFRQG IUDJPHQW UXQV DV IROORZV ʌȑĳȣțİ ʌΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌİȚȠȞ įİıʌȩȗİȚȞ Ĳİ
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝİΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȞΥ?ʌİȚțȩȞĲȦȞțĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌĮȡΥ? ĲΥ?ȢĲȪȤȘȢΥ?ȠʌΥ? țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἐșİȜȠįȠȣȜȠȪȞĲȦȞȤȡΥ?ıșĮȚ
³LW LVDOOPDQNLQG¶VQDWXUHWRGHVLUHWRKROGPDVWHU\RYHUWKRVHZKRVXEPLWDQGWRHPSOR\
WKH WXUQ RI IRUWXQH¶V VFDOH DJDLQVW WKRVHZLOOLQJ WR EH HQVODYHG´). This has been generally 
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 E.g. Millar 1964, 82 (³Fabius gives the conventionDO DUJXPHQWV IRU FDXWLRQ«7KH GHEDWH LV«solely a 
development of commonplace moral attitudes´ +DUULV   ³the unimpressive character of the 
VSHHFKHV´). For more sympathetic analyses see Fechner 1986, 231±233; Hose 1994, 370±373. 
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DWWULEXWHG WR /HQWXOXV¶ VSHHFK ,I WKLV LV FRUUHFW 'LR SRUWUD\HG KLP DV PDNLQJ DQ DPRUDO
realist case for expansionist war in contrast with the other fragments from his speech, which 
present a largely defensive argument.109 A much more plausible context is provided by the 
first debate at Carthage, aWZKLFKDFFRUGLQJWR=RQDUDV³the supporters of Hannibal said that 
«WKH5RPDQVZHUHPHGGOLQJ ʌȠȜȣʌȡĮȖȝȠȞİΥ?Ȟ LQPDWWHUVZKLFK GLG QRWFRQFHUQ WKHP´. 
'LR¶V ILUVW&DUWKDJLQLDQ VSHDNHU FKDPSLRQLQJ peace will have been answered by a second 
VSHDNHUWDNLQJ+DQQLEDO¶VVLGHDQGSDUWRIKLVFDVHZLOOKDYHEHHQWKHQHHGWRUHVLVW5RPDQ
expansionism, concern about which had, as we have seen, been identified by Dio as a factor 
leading to the first conflict with Carthage (F  7KH IUDJPHQW SUHVHQWV RQH RI 'LR¶V
clearest echoes of Thucydides: Hermocrates, warning the Sicilians about Athenian 
expansionism and desire to rule others, had remarked that ʌȑĳȣțİ ȖΥ?ȡ ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌİȚȠȞ įȚΥ? 
ʌĮȞĲΥὸȢ ΥἄȡȤİȚȞ ȝΥὲȞ ĲȠΥ? İΥἴțȠȞĲȠȢ 7KXF³LWLVPDQNLQG¶VQDWXUH always to rule him who 
VXEPLWV´).110 Dio, it would seem, made the Carthaginian advocates of war portray the 
Romans as expansionist meddlers in terms evoking the similar portrayal of the Athenians 
attributed by Thucydides to their opponents. 
An apparent obstacle to this reassignment of the two fragments comprising F 55.1 is 
%RLVVHYDLQ¶VFODLPWKDW'LRLQWURGXFHGKLVH[WHQGHGFKDUDFWHUVNHWFKRI+DQQLEDO
(F 54) at the point when, after capturing Saguntum, Hannibal began his march to Italy 
(corresponding to Zonar. 8.22.1, cited above). The opening part of this sketch is preserved by 
the Excerpta de sententiis as the fragment immediately preceding F 55.1 in its sequence (F 
54.1±3 = ES 133), and so, if Boissevain is right that Dio inserted the sketch after the fall of 
Saguntum, F 55.1 cannot derive from the debate held at Carthage while the siege of 
Saguntum was still continuing.111 +RZHYHU%RLVVHYDLQ¶VFODLP LVEDVHGVLPSO\RQ WKH IDFW
that the fragment including the character sketch opens by alluding to the rebellions of ΥὅıȠȚ 
ΥἐȞĲΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἌȜʌİȦȞ ΥἐȞȑȝȠȞĲȠ )³peoples OLYLQJRQWKLVVLGHRIWKH$OSV´, i.e. in Italy). 
7KHUHLVQRUHDOFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQWKLVDQG=RQDUDV¶UHIHUHQFHWR+DQQLEDOKDVWHQLQJWRWKH
Alps'LR¶VDVVHVVPHQWRI+DQQLEDO¶VFKDUDFWHULVPRUHOLNHO\WRKDYHEHHQLQVHUWHGHDUOLHUDV
part of a wide-ranging introduction to his account of the Second Punic War and preceding his 
QDUUDWLYHRIWKHZDU¶VRULJLQV 
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 Cf. Millar 1964, 8³/HQWXOXV¶DUJXPHQWVHFKRWKRVHRIWKH$WKHQLDQVLQWKH0HOLDQGHEDWH´. 
110
 Noted by Kyhnitzsch 1894, 72. Cf. Hose 1994, 371. 
111
 The rest of the character sketch is preserved by EV 31. 
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'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHRULJLQVRIWKH6HFond Punic War will have been one of the most 
ambitious deployments of extended speech in his early books, presenting three extended 
episodes, with the debate in the Roman senate framed by earlier and later debates at 
Carthage. Earlier writers had supplied debates both at Rome and Carthage, but Dio may have 
been the first to present two Carthaginian debates. He evidently refashioned the debates in his 
own way, broadening them into general arguments about war, peace and empire. They will 
also have been interrelated, with speakers answering each other across debates, as when 
/HQWXOXV UHEXWV WKH ILUVW &DUWKDJLQLDQ VSHDNHU¶V SUDLVH RI SHDFH 7KH GHEDWHV GHYHORSHG D
theme which Dio had already stressed for the Samnites and Pyrrhus, namely the different 
choices opeQ WR 5RPH¶V HQHPLHV DERXW KRZ WR UHVSRQG WR 5RPDQ H[SDQVLRQ 7KH\ DOVR
expanded on the Thucydidean analysis of the underlying dynamics of the conflict between 
Rome and Carthage which Dio had given when introducing the First Punic War. 
The meagre surviving fragments from these debates show Thucydidean echoes, and 
WKHUHZHUHQRGRXEWPDQ\PRUHLQWKHRULJLQDOVSHHFKHV+RZHYHU'LR¶VGHEWWR7KXF\GLGHV
here was surely not just at the level of verbal echoes, but also structural. In exploring the 
origins of RomH¶V JUHDWHVW ZDU LQ D VHULHV RI LQWHUOLQNHG GHEDWHV 'LR ZLOO KDYH EHHQ
deliberately inviting comparison with the great debates in which Thucydides explored the 
origins of the Peloponnesian War in his first book. Those debates had at their heart the 
growth of Athenian power which Thucydides had identified as the truest cause of the war. In 
WKH VDPHZD\'LR¶VGHEDWHVZLOO KDYHH[SORUHG WKHH[SDQVLRQLVPDQGPXWXDO IHDURIERWK
Rome and Carthage, which he had earlier identified as the root cause of their conflict. They 
ZLOODOVRKDYHORRNHGDKHDGWR'LR¶VYHUVLRQRI&DHVDU¶VVSHHFKDW9HVRQWLRZKHUHKHDJDLQ
explored such issues in Thucydidean terms. However, Caesar there deployed those themes in 
DIRUPSHUYHUWHGWRVHUYHKLVRZQDPELWLRQMXVWDV3HULFOHV¶arguments were to be reused by 
7KXF\GLGHV¶$OFLELDGHV6±18).112 
 
The Second Punic War  
 
Dio, like Polybius (3.62±64) and Livy (21.40±44), composed army addresses for Hannibal 
and the Roman commander P. Cornelius Scipio before the first battle of the war, the cavalry 
HQFRXQWHUDW WKH5LYHU7LFLQXVZLWK+DQQLEDO¶VVSHHFKSUHFHGHGE\VLQJOHFRPEDWEHWZHHQ
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 2Q'LR¶VGHEW WR7KXF\GLGHV LQ WKH9HVRQWLRVSHHFKVHH.\KQLW]VFK9±25; Lachenaud and Coudry 
2011, lxii-iii; Kemezis 2016, 248, 253. 
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Gallic prisoners which he had staged to inspire his men to fight for victory or death. Zonaras 
follows his account of this display ZLWK WKH EULHI VWDWHPHQW WKDW ³he made a speech, 
encouraging his own soldiers and urging them on to war, and 6FLSLRGLGWKHVDPHRQKLVVLGH´ 
(8.23.8: ΥἐįȘȝȘȖȩȡȘıİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȠΥ?țİȓȠȣȢ ıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢ ΥἐʌȚȡȡȦȞȞΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ʌ ȡĮșȒȖȦȞ İΥ?Ȣ ʌȩȜİȝȠȞā
ĲȠΥ?ĲȠį¶ ΥἑĲȑȡȦșİȞțĮΥὶ ὁ ȈțȚʌȓȦȞΥἐʌȠȓȘıİȞ). This in itself would not be sufficient evidence 
for direct-discourse speeches, but fragments show that Dio wrote such a speech for Hannibal, 
and it is thus likely that he supplied a comparable response for Scipio.113 Speeches on this 
occasion, along with the story of the combat display, probably featured in numerous accounts 
RI WKH ZDU QHLWKHU 3RO\ELXV QRU /LY\ DSSHDUV WR EH 'LR¶V SULPDU\ VRXUFH Kere.114 
1RQHWKHOHVVJLYHQ'LR¶VVSDULQJSURYLVLRQRISUH-battle speeches, his inclusion of them now 
served to mark out the pre-eminent importance of the conflict, and, like his predecessors, he 
probably used the speeches to highlight its significance. If, as argued above, Dio included no 
such speeches in his account of the Pyrrhic War, this is likely to have been the first speech-
episode of its kind in his history, just as the culminating conflict at Actium was the only civil 
war battle to be adorned with pre-battle speeches. 
 2XULQIRUPDWLRQRQ'LR¶VXVHRIVSHHFKLQWKHUHVWRIKLVDPSOHDFFRXQWRIWKH6HFRQG
Punic War is very patchy, and has no doubt been much impaired by the loss of our richest 
source for direct-discourse fragments, the Excerpta de sententiis, whose sole manuscript 
breaks off with F 57.26 (= ES 161), in the immediate aftermath of the great defeat at Cannae.  
6XUYLYLQJ IUDJPHQWV IURP 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH RI WKH ZDU UHSRUW EULHI UHPDUNV RQO\ LQ
indirect speech (F 57.10 = ES 153, F 59 = ELg 10). However, Zonaras includes a number of 
brief direct-discourse utterances (some of them famous sayings) which are likely to have 
EHHQWUHDWHGLQWKHVDPHZD\LQ'LR¶VRULJLQDOLQ+DQQLEDO¶VGUHDPKLVJXLGHSURPLVHVWKH
sack of Italy (8.22.9); Hannibal lameQWV ³2 &DQQDH &DQQDH´ (9.1.16, 6.4, cf. 9.9.12); 
Archimedes makes characteristic remarks as Syracuse is sacked (9.5.5); T. Manlius 
Torquatus refuses the consulship of 210, echoing the words previously attributed to his 
ancestor (9.5.6); Vibius Virrius calls for volunteers to join him in suicide as Capua falls 
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 +DQQLEDO¶VVSHHFK) 57.4 (= ES 147, start of the speech); 57.5 (= ES 148, Ps.-Maximus 66.-/37.11). For the 
possibility that F 57.6a (= ES  LV IURPWKLVRU6FLSLR¶VVSHHFKDQG) 57.6b (= ES IURP6FLSLR¶V VHH
Boissevain 1895, 204, 206. 
114
 Polybius has just a single pair of prisoners fighting, whereas Livy and Dio speak of multiple combats, but 
Dio, like PolybiusKDV+DQQLEDOVSHDNILUVWZKLOHLQ/LY\KHVSHDNVVHFRQGSUREDEO\/LY\¶VRZQFKDQJHIRU
UKHWRULFDOHIIHFW)RUDFRPSDULVRQRI3RO\ELXV¶DQG/LY\¶VVSHHFKHVVHH$GOHU1±72, 83±2Q'LR¶V
sources for the Second Punic War see briefly Rich 2016, 281, and Urso (this volume), with further bibliography. 
 274 
 
(9.6.6); Alinius of Salapia informs on a rival (9.7.7); Scipio (the future Africanus) prophesies 
the date on which he will seize enemy stores (9.8.10).115 The most vivid use of brief direct 
speech in thLVSDUWRI'LR¶VZRUNZDVQRGRXEW LQ WKH WUDJLF WDOHRI6RSKRQLVED ZKRPKH
FDOOHG 6RSKRQLV =RQDUDV¶ YHUVLRQ 2±6) includes a number of such utterances, for 
Masinissa, Scipio, Syphax, and the dying Sophonisba herself, and invites comparison with 
DiR¶VGUDPDWLFKDQGOLQJRI WKHZRUGVRI+HUVLOLDDQG/XFUHWLDHDUOLHU DQG ODWHU3RUFLD DQG
Cleopatra. 
=RQDUDV¶QDUUDWLYHRIWKHZDULQFOXGHVVHYHUDOUHSRUWVRIVSHHFKHVRUFRQYHUVDWLRQVRQ
arrival at CaSXD DIWHU LWV UHYROW +DQQLEDO ³addressed them, saying many other attractive 
things and promising to giYH WKHP WKH OHDGHUVKLS RI ,WDO\´ (9.2.9); before setting off for 
Africa, Scipio addressed his army, teOOLQJWKHPGLVLQJHQXRXVO\WKDW³the Carthaginians were 
still unprepared, and previously Masinissa and then Syphax were summoning them and 
FRPSODLQLQJ DW WKHLU GHOD\´ (9.12.2); before the battle of Zama (in an account diverging 
sharply from that given by Polybius DQG/LY\+DQQLEDO DQG6FLSLR ³each addressed their 
aUP\ DQG HQFRXUDJHG LW WR EDWWOH´ (9.14.2), aQG WKHQ KDG DQ LQWHUYLHZ DW ZKLFK 6FLSLR¶V
evasive replies tricked Hannibal into moving camp (9.14.5). Dio too may have given mere 
VSHHFK UHSRUWV DW WKHVH SRLQWV EXW DW OHDVW VRPHRI=RQDUDV¶QRWLFHVPD\ WDNH WKHSODFHRI
H[WHQGHGGLUHFWGLVFRXUVHLQ'LR¶s original. 
,QKLVDFFRXQWRI6FLSLR¶VVXSSUHVVLRQRIWKHLUPXWLQ\=RQDUDVWHOOVXVWKDW
in his DGGUHVV WRKLV WURRSV6FLSLR³mDGHPDQ\ UHSURDFKHVDQG WKUHDWV´, and then gives in 
direct speech his closing words, in which he told them that they all deserved to die, but he 
ZRXOGH[HFXWHRQO\WKRVHDOUHDG\DUUHVWHG'LR¶VRULJLQDORIWKLVFORVLQJVHQWHQFHKDSSHQVWR
survive in a lexical fragment (F 57.47), but we cannot say whether he too contented himself 
with giving just this passage in direct speech or, like Polybius (11.28±29) and Livy (28.27.1±
29.8), he gave Scipio an extended speech. 
Two fragments preserved by Ps.-Maximus and so without indication of context can 
QRQHWKHOHVV EH LGHQWLILHG E\ WKHLU FRQWHQW DV IURP VSHHFKHV LQ 'LR¶V 6HFRQG 3XQLF War 
narrative. F 57.11 (= Ps.-Max. 66.10/37.10) evidently comes from a speech in the senate by 
the dictator Q. Fabius Maximus in 217 responding to criticisms of his delaying strategy after 
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 $UFKLPHGHV¶UHPDUNVDUHDOVRFLWHGIURP'LRE\7]HW]HV) 57.45 = Chil.2.136±149) and by Ps.-Maximus 
(32.-/23a, omitted by Boissevain). 
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the apparent success won by his magister equitum M. Minucius Rufus.116 Livy mentions his 
making such speeches (22.25.15), but without supplying an oration.  
F 70.2±3 is from a speech arguing that youth should not be a bar to office.117  
Boissevain (1895, 313±314), following Melber, identified it as supporting the election of 
6FLSLR$HPLOLDQXVWRWKHFRQVXOVKLSRIEHORZWKHOHJDODJHKRZHYHU=RQDUDV¶VWDWHPHQW
 WKDW $HPLOLDQXV¶ HOHFWLRQ ZDV DSSURYHG E\ DOO VXJJHVWV WKDW 'LR SDVVHG RYHU WKH
controversy reported by other sources, and in any case a speech in its support would have 
required justification of this exception to the rules rather than arguments for the advancement 
of youth. A much better fit is provided by the alternative context considered by Boissevain, 
namely the appointment of the young Scipio Africanus to the command in Spain in 210 
(wrongly dated by Dio, as by Livy, to 211).118 Both Livy (26.19.1±2) and Zonaras (9.7.4) tell 
us that misgivings were felt after his appointment, but Scipio dispelled them in a speech to 
the assembly; Zonaras says that the concern was partly about his youth, and Livy that 
6FLSLR¶VVSHHFKGHDOWZLWKWKLVWRSLF 
Thus for Scipio here, as earlier for Fabius, Dio opted to compose a speech for an 
occasion for which Livy (and perhaps all his predecessors) had been content merely to 
mention the making of a speech. Both speeches will have evoked what for Dio were the 
SHUHQQLDO TXHVWLRQV RI DPELWLRQ DQG LWV FKHFNV )DELXV¶ GLVSXWH ZLWK 0LQXFLXV HFKRHG
3DSLULXV &XUVRU¶V ZLWK 5XOOLDQXV DQG 'LR JDYH SURPLQHQFH ODWHU WR DQ[LHWLHV DERXW
AfriFDQXV¶\RXWKIXODVSLUDWLRQV119 
 
From the Second to the Third Punic War 
 
Dio gave relatively brief treatment to the period 200±150 BC, covering it in a mere three 
books (Books 18± =RQDUDV¶ VXPPDU\ VKRZV WKDWPRVW VSDFHZDV GHYRWHG WR WKH WKUHH
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 F 57.18 (= ES 155) must be from authorial reflections on the agitation against Fabius, not a speech (as 
suggested by Cary 1914, 2.119 n. 1, misinterpreting Boissevain 1895, 214). 
117
 F 70.2 and 70.3 are cited as two separate extracts by Ps.-Maximus (70.-/41.23±24) and as a single extract by 
John of Damascus. As Boissevain noted, they are clearly from the same speech, but some intervening material 
may have been omitted.  
118
 6RULJKWO\8UVRQ&RXGU\WKLVYROXPH0RVFRYLFKDVVRFLDWHVWKHIUDJPHQWZLWK6FLSLR¶s 
consulship in 205, but dispute turned then not on his election, but just on whether he should be permitted to 
advance to Africa. 
119
 F 57.54±55; see Coudry in this volume. 
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great eastern wars, and suggests that for the later part of the period Dio abandoned annual 
narration and even turned away from Rome altogether, narrating instead the affairs of eastern 
kingdoms (Rich 2016, 283±285).  
 Only scanty traces of speech survive from these books. A brief excerpt cited by the 
lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ as from Book 19 (F 62.1a = Synt. ʌ40) is in direct discourse, but its 
context is unknown.120 =RQDUDVFLWHVWKH$HWROLDQ'DPRFULWXV¶DUURJDQWUHVSRQVHWR
Flamininus in direct discourse. 
 2QH H[WHQGHG VSHHFK HSLVRGH LV NQRZQ IURP WKLV SDUW RI 'LR¶V ZRUN QDPHO\ WKH
debate on the repeal of the lex Oppia7KLVODZUHVWULFWLQJZRPHQ¶VOX[XU\ had been passed 
during the Second Punic War and was repealed in 195 in spite of opposition by tribunes and 
WKH FRQVXO &DWR ZLWK WKH ZRPHQ¶V RZQ SURWHVWV FDUU\LQJ WKH GD\ /LY\ 1±8) had 
composed speeches for Cato and for the tribune L. Valerius who was one of the proposers of 
the repeal, and may well have been the first historian to do so.121 Zonaras (9.17.1±4) recounts 
WKHLQFLGHQWDWVRPHOHQJWKLQFOXGLQJVXPPDULHVRI&DWR¶VDQG9DOHULXV¶VSHHFKHVZLWKWKH
ending of each speech quoted in direct discourse. Dio evidently provided each speaker with 
an extended direct-discourse oration, setting himself here in direct competition with Livy. 
Dio will have relished the opportunity for literary display and vivid exploitation of the 
HSLVRGH¶VFRPLFSRWHQWLDOZith echoes of Plato and Aristophanes, he makes Valerius accuse 
Cato (of all people) of wanting to play the philosopher and suggest that he consider turning 
the women into soldiers and voters.122 %\FRQWUDVWZLWK/LY\¶VVREHUFRQFOXVLRQ1±3), 
LQ'LR¶VYersion the women demonstrators celebrate the repeal by immediately donning the 
now permitted ornaments and dancing out of the assembly (Zonar. 9.17.4). A fragment cited 
by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ DVIURP%RRNPXVWFRPHIURP9DOHULXV¶VSHHFK123 
 Dio probably devoted the whole of Book 21 to the Third Punic War (149±146) and 
the contemporary conflicts in the East.  Zonaras makes two references to the celebrated 
dispute over the fate of Carthage. When reporting the Carthaginian mission following the 
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 Gutschmid 1894, 557, conjecturally assigned it to a speech by Flamininus to the Aetolians in 191; cf. 




 Moscovich 1990 discusses sources which Dio may have drawn on for these speeches. 
123
 F 57.80c (= Synt. įțĮΥὶʌȐȞĲĮȝΥὲȞĲΥ?ȕȑȜĲȚıĲĮĲΥ?ȢĳȚȜȠıȠĳȓĮȢΥἄȞșȘįȡİʌȩȝİȞȠȢ ³and reaping all the 
EHVW IORZHUV RI SKLORVRSK\´). The fragment was attributed to this context by Gutschmid 1894, 557, and its 
authenticity was wrongly rejected by Boissevain 1895, 270. 
 277 
 
Roman declaration of war on Carthage in 150, he tells us (9.26.4) that Scipio Nasica advised 
making peace and Cato argued for the continuation of the war, but the senate decided on a 
settlement incorporating the staged demands which the Carthaginians eventually rejected 
when required to move their city. It is possible that Dio included speeches at this point, but 
PRUH OLNHO\ WKDW KH WRR PHUHO\ UHSRUWHG WKH GLIIHULQJ YLHZV 7KHQ DIWHU 6FLSLR¶V VDFN RI
Carthage in 146, Zonaras (9.30.7±8) tells us that he wrote to the senate asking for 
instructions; Cato urged the destruction of the city and extermination of its inhabitants and 
Nasica once again advised that the Carthaginians be spared; debate continued in the senate, 
until an unnamed senator argued that the Carthaginians should be spared for fear lest, without 
a worthy antagonist, the Romans would turn from military pursuits to pleasure and luxury; 
the senate then unanimously decided for the destruction of Carthage. This is an oddly 
anachronistic account, since Cato died in 149, and there can have been no question of 
preserving Carthage as a state by the time of the sack: Zonaras may perhaps have 
misunderstood Dio as to the timing of the debate. However, the view of the anonymous 
senator (which other sources attribute to Nasica himself) is stated at such length by Zonaras 
as to indicate that Dio himself presented it in a direct-discourse speech. He may also have 






Dio devoted Books 22±35 to the turbulent years from the sack of Carthage and Corinth in 146 
WR3RPSH\¶VILUVWFRQVXOVKLSLQBC. He will no doubt have composed speeches for several 
of the protagonists in the political upheavals of the time, and perhaps also for some of 
5RPH¶s leading enemies or their advisers. However, virtually no trace of speech survives 
from these books: Zonaras did not have access to them and accordingly omitted these years 
from his history, and the surviving fragments, although often illuminating, include hardly any 
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speech.125 The only exceptions are three direct-speech fragments cited by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ 




The preceding sections have shown that, although virtually noWKLQJLVNQRZQRI'LR¶VXVHRI
speech in Books 22±35, a good deal can be established about how he used it in Books 1±21, 
covering the period down to 146 BC. Tables 4±5 below set out the results of this enquiry for 
direct-discourse speech episodes in those books. Table 4 lists the extended direct-discourse 
speech episodes which can be identified as certainly or probably included in these books, and 
which will have been similar in character to the multi-chapter speech episodes in the extant 
books listed in TaEOH7DEOHJLYHV WKH WRWDOVRYHUVXFFHVVLYHSHULRGVRI'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH
both for these extended speech episodes and for shorter speech episodes employing direct 
discourse, as was done for the extant books in Table 2. 
 As shown above, the extended character of the speech episodes listed in Table 4 can 
EHLQIHUUHGIURPLQGLFDWRUVVXFKDVWKHOHQJWKRI=RQDUDV¶UHSRUWVVRPHWLPHVLQFOXGLQJGLUHFW
VSHHFKDQGRUWKHQDWXUHRIWKHVXUYLYLQJIUDJPHQWVRIWHQVLPLODUWR'LR¶VH[WDQWH[WHQGHG
speeches in their deployment of rhetoric, generalizations and commonplaces. Most of these 
episodes are attested both by fragments and Zonaras. However, four are attested only by 
fragments, with no corresponding reference in Zonaras (nos. 1, 4, 5, 13), and one is attested 
only by Zonaras (no. 16).127 Two extended speeches (nos. 2, 4b) have no surviving fragments 
and are not mentioned by Zonaras, but excerpts can be shown to have been included in the 
lost Constantinian collection ȆİȡΥὶ įȘȝȘȖȠȡȓȦȞ.  
It is very likely that this part RI'LR¶VKLVWRU\LQFOXGHGPRUHH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHSLVRGHV
than the sixteen listed in Table 4. Some such episodes may have disappeared without trace. 
Others may lie behind some of the thirteen reports of speech episodes given by Zonaras 
which are too brief to constitute strong evidence for the presence of extended direct discourse 
in Dio. Five of these notices report speeches made at Rome, by Servius Tullius (7.9.7), 
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and we rely just on Zonaras for the preceding speeches. 
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Valerius Maximus (7.14.4), Ap. Claudius Caecus (8.4.13), and Cato and Nasica in 149 
(9.26.4) and 146 (9.30.7). The remainder report speeches in widely scattered locations, by 
Laevinus and Pyrrhus at Heraclea (8.3.6), Pyrrhus at Ausculum (8.5.2±3), Ap. Claudius 
Caudex and Hanno at Messana (8.9.3), Hannibal at Capua (9.2.9), Scipio in Spain and Sicily 
(9.10.7, 12.2), and Hannibal and Scipio at Zama (9.14.2, 5).128 
 7KHWRWDOVLQWKHµVKRUW¶FROXPQLQ7DEOHFRPSULVHGLUHFW-discourse passages in the 
fragments and similar passages deriving from Dio in Zonaras and Tzetzes which do not 
appear to have VWRRGLQH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHSLVRGHVLQ'LR¶VRULJLQDO$VZLWKWKHVKRUWVSHHFK
HSLVRGHVLQKLVH[WDQWERRNVPRVWDUHYHU\EULHIUHPDUNVRUH[FKDQJHVRIWHQLQHIIHFWµRQH-
OLQHUV¶7KLVFDWHJRU\DOVRKRZHYHU LQFOXGHVVRPHXWWHUDQFHVRIKLJKHPRWLRQFRPSDrable 
to those Dio later composed for Porcia and Cleopatra, namely the brief speeches of Hersilia 
and Lucretia, and the exchanges of Veturia and Coriolanus and of the various protagonists in 
the drama of Sophonisba. Another highly distinctive short episode is the speech of Menenius 
Agrippa, a vivid version of a traditional theme markedly different in character and length 
IURP'LR¶V UKHWRULFDOO\HODERUDWHGH[WHQGHGVSHHFKHV2XUNQRZOHGJHRI'LR¶VXVHRIVXFK
episodes in this part of his work must, nonetheless, be only partial: a good many short direct-
discourse episodes must have left no mark in what survives of these books.  
 2QH LQGLFDWRU RI WKH OLPLWDWLRQV RI RXU NQRZOHGJH RI'LR¶V XVH RI GLUHFW VSHHFK LQ
these books is the number of fragments identified by grammatical features as in direct speech, 
but whose context cannot be identified. Boissevain acknowledged eight such fragments cited 
by the lexicon ȆİȡΥὶ ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢ (5.13, 40.46a, 43.32c, 62.1a, 107.2±3, 111.3b, inc. sed. 1). A 
further five direct-speech fragments which Boissevain assigned to known speeches on 
inadequate grounds would be better regarded as of unknown context, two cited by the lexicon 
and three by Ps.-Maximus (36.11, 43.31, 43.32e, 57.12a, 57.12b). 
 The incidence of extended and shorter direct-GLVFRXUVHHSLVRGHVLQ'LR¶VILUVWWZHQW\-
one books was evidently broadly comparable to that in the twenty-one largely extant books 
covering the years 69 BC to AD 14 (Books 36±56), by contrast with the post-Augustan books 
in which a dearth of extended episodes was compensated by a greatly increased total of short 
episodes. Although only 36 short direct-discourse episodes are preserved from Books 1±21, 
the true total may well have been at least as high, if not higher, than the 55 found in Books 
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 $VQRWHGDERYHWKHIUDJPHQWVXVXDOO\DVFULEHGWR/DHYLQXV¶VSHHFK)4±16) are better regarded as of 
XQFHUWDLQFRQWH[WDQGDOWKRXJK'LRFORVHG6FLSLR¶VVSHHFKWRWKHPXWLQHHUVZLWKGLUHFWGLVFRXUVH)KH
like Zonaras, may have limited himself to an indirect-discourse report for the rest of the speech.. 
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36±56. Despite the limitations of survival, we can identify sixteen extended direct-discourse 
episodes from Books 1±21, by contrast with the fourteen in Books 36±56. At least in respect 
of extended episodes, Kemezis (2014ZDVULJKWWRFODLPWKDW³speeches appear to have 
EHHQPRUHQXPHURXV´ LQ'LR¶VHDUO\ERRNV 
 It is of course impossible to determine the length of the extended direct-discourse 
episodes in Books 1±21. While some may have been shorter, many of these episodes may 
have been comparable in length to most such episodes in Books 36±56, which typically 
occupy between seven and fourteen chapters. However, there are no indications that the early 
books contained any speech episodes rivalling the two later monsters, the Cicero/Calenus and 
Agrippa/Maecenas debates. 
 As in the later books, the extended speech episodes present a mix of single speeches, 
debates (usually with two speakers), and dialogues. Also as later, such episodes appear to 
have been very unevenly distributed across the early books. As Table 4 shows, there were 
KLJKFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIVXFKHSLVRGHVLQ'LR¶VWUHDWPHQWRIWKHILUVW\HDURIWKH5HSXEOLFLQ
Book 3), the Second Samnite War (partly and perhaps wholly in Book 8), and the origins and 
first year of the Second Punic War (mainly and perhaps wholly in Book 13). By contrast, no 
VXFKHSLVRGHVFDQEHFHUWDLQO\LGHQWLILHGLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHRIWKHUHJDOSHULRGRURIWKH\HDUV
508±363, and some quite lengthy gaps occur later. To some extent these lacunae may result 
from the accidents of survival, but it is hard to resist the conclusion that the lack of such 
HSLVRGHVIRU WKHUHJDOSHULRGDQGIRUPRVWRIWKHHDUO\5HSXEOLFUHIOHFWV'LR¶VLQWHUHVWVDQG
his judgement of what was appropriate for those periods. Although he evidently found that 
5RPH¶VHDUO\KLVWRU\OHQWLWVHOIWRVKRUWHUHSLVRGHVOLNHWKHVSHHFKHVRI+HUVLOLD/XFUHWLDDQG
Menenius Agrippa, Dio may have felt that extended speech would not have been fitting for 
the regal period and may have been disinclined to include it in relation to the political 
struggles of the early Republic. 
 In the early books, as later, Dio may have sought to avoid repetitiousness by being 
sparing with direct-discourse exhortations to troops before battles. We can be certain of only 
one pair of speeches of this kind in these books, for Hannibal and the elder Scipio before the 
first battle of the Second Punic War, the greatest of his external wars. It seems likely that 
elsewhere, for example in the Pyrrhic War, Dio contented himself with reporting that such 
speeches were made, just as he was to do with the civil war battles until the culminating 
conflict at Actium.  
 As in Books 36±60, the majority of the extended speech episodes in the early books 
take place in Rome and in public: six are set in the senate, and five have the Roman people as 
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their audience. The remainder of the episodes in these, as in the later books, are set in widely 
scattered locations, but there is a striking difference in the identity of the speakers. From 
Book 36 on Boudicca is the only non-Roman known to have been accorded a speech of any 
OHQJWK5RPH¶VH[WHUQDOZDUVSOD\HGDPXFKPRUHFHQWUDOSDUWLQ'LR¶VHDUO\ERRNVDQGWKLV
was reflected in his choice of speakers: enemies of Rome speak in five of the extended 
speech episodes in these books, either on their own or with Romans. However, it is for the 
most part not the enemy leaders, but advisers and policy formers who are given this 
SURPLQHQFH+DQQLEDO¶VVSHHFKEHIRre the battle of the Ticinus is the only extended speech 
accorded to an enemy commander.  
 As in the later books, for almost all of these extended speech episodes Dio can be 
seen to have had some evidence that one or more speeches were made on the occasion in 
question: the only exception is the debate in 146 on whether Carthage should be preserved 
(no. 16), where Dio appears to have postdated an earlier controversy. The earlier tradition is 
better preserved here than for the later books, and for all but four of these speech episodes 
(nos. 11, 13, 14, 16) one or more corresponding speeches survive in at least one earlier 
VRXUFH+RZHYHU'LR¶VYHUVLRQVFDQXVXDOO\EHVHHQWREHVWULNLQJO\GLIIHUHQWIURPWKRVHRI
his predecessors, composed in his own distinctive style and reflecting his own particular 
interests and concerns. In some cases he opted to compose extended speeches for occasions 
which his predecessors had, to the best of our knowledge, passed over briefly, as for Curtius 
DQGIRU3\UUKXV¶DGYLVHUV0LOo and Cineas (nos. 3, 7). 
 'LR¶V KLJK OLWHUDU\ DPELWLRQ FRQWULEXWHG PXFK WR WKH VKDSLQJ RI WKHVH VSHHFK
episodes, as to those of the later books. His rhetorical manner and penchant for 
commonplaces and psychological generalisations are throughout in evidence. In some cases, 
the literary opportunities it offered may have been his principal reason for including an 
extended speech episode: he clearly relished the chance to display his paideia in his speech 
for Curtius, with (for us) tedious results, and his version of the lex Oppia debate seems to 
KDYH EHHQ FRPSRVHG LQ GHOLEHUDWH ULYDOU\ ZLWK /LY\¶V 'LR¶V OLWHUDU\ DVSLUDWLRQV FRXOG
however, also serve more serious historical purposes, as when emulation of Thucydides 
impelled him to explore the origins of the Second Punic War and the underlying motives of 
imperialist greed and fear across three linked debates. 
 The detailed examination conducted above has not, in my view, substantiated the 
sharp contrast which, as we noted at the outset, Kemezis has drawn between the speeches in 
WKHVHERRNVDQG LQ'LR¶VH[WDQWERRNVFRYHULQJ WKH/DWH5HSXEOLFDQG WKH WUDQVLWLRQ WR WKH
Principate. Kemezis (2014, 107) claims that in the speeches in his early bookV'LRFKRVH³to 
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dramatise a decision-making process based on apparentO\JHQXLQHGHOLEHUDWLYHRUDWRU\´, with 
speakers motivated just by the public interest and the subsequent decisions determined by the 
speeches themselves. In fact, several of the meetings at Rome for which Dio chose to supply 
extended speeches were not deliberative at all (so nos. 2, 3, 13), and at another the decision 
did not rest with the audience (no. 4, where it was up to Papirius himself, not the Roman 
people, to determine the fate of Rullianus). Where decisions were taken by the body 
DGGUHVVHG WKH\ZHUHVRPHWLPHVFRQWUDU\ WRZKDW'LR¶VFKLHI VSHDNHUVKDGDGYRFDWHG WKXV
3RVWXPLXVLQ'LR¶VYHUVLRQKDGDUJXHGIRUWKHUHSXGLDWLRQRIWKH6DPQLWHVHWWOHPHQWZLWKRXW
offering to be surrendered, while the anonymous senator in 146 argued unsuccessfully for the 
preservation of Carthage. Even when the decision was in accordance with what the final 
speaker had urged, it was not necessarily his speech which determined the outcome: thus it 
was not 9DOHULXV¶VSHHFKEXWWKHZRPHQ¶VLQYDVLRQRIWKHDVVHPEO\ZKLFKILQDOO\VHFXUHGWKH
repeal of the lex Oppia 'LR GLG VWUHVV WKH LPSDFW RI $S &ODXGLXV &DHFXV¶ RUDWRU\ LQ
FKDQJLQJWKHRXWFRPHRIWKHGHEDWHRQ3\UUKXV¶SHDFHRIIHU) 40.40), but we lack positive 
evidence that he included a direct-GLVFRXUVHYHUVLRQRI&DHFXV¶ VSHHFK1RUZHUHDOO'LR¶V
5RPDQVSHDNHUVH[FOXVLYHO\PRWLYDWHGE\WKHSXEOLFLQWHUHVW WKHSURWHVWDWLRQVRI7DUTXLQ¶V
loyalty made by his envoys were as disingenuous as any of the speeches in the later books; 
3RVWXPLXV¶ ZHDVHO ZRUGV GLG KLP QR FUHGLW DQG RWKHU VSHDNHUV ZLWK SHUVRQDO LQWHUHVWV DW
stake include Publicola, Fabius Ambustus defending his son, and the young Scipio justifying 
his appointment to Spain. Here, as in other respects, Dio portrays the early Republic in a way 
which is less idealised and has more in common with his view of the Late Republic than 
Kemezis has allowed. 
 Dio did, however, use extended speeches in these books, as later, to illustrate themes 
to which he attached importance. As in the later books, republican government (demokratia) 
and its inherent tensions provide one such thematic nexus. The case for republican 
government and its establishment and initial shaping are explored in extended speeches in 
Book 3 in a fashion comparable in some respects to the treatment of the restoration of 
monarchy in Book 52. Fabricius in his response to Pyrrhus is presented by his freedom from 
pleonexia as an exemplar of the statesman required for a stable demokratia. Other speeches, 
VXFKDVWKH5XOOLDQXV3DSLULXVGHEDWH)DELXV0D[LPXV¶GHIHQFHRIKLVVWUDWHJ\DQG6FLSLR¶V
of his Spanish appointment, explore individual ambition, its checks, and the jealousy it 
provoked, which, for Dio, were to prove key factors in the RepublLF¶VHYHQWXDOIDOO 
2WKHUWKHPHVRILPSRUWDQFHIRUWKH5HSXEOLF¶VLQWHUQDOZRUNLQJVDOVRILJXUHLQWKHVH
speeches. Two extended speech episodes touch on luxury and Roman decline, namely the lex 
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Oppia GHEDWH DQG WKH DQRQ\PRXV VHQDWRU¶V DUJXPHQW IRU WKH SUHVervation of Carthage. 
Another recurrent theme is individual self-sacrifice for the sake of the Roman people, one of 
WKHEHVWHVWDEOLVKHGH[HPSODU\WRSLFVLQWKH5RPDQV¶FXOWXUDOPHPRU\'LRDFFRUGVH[WHQGHG
speeches to three of these martyrs and makes later speakers repeatedly allude to their 
example. However, his handling of the theme is not without ethical complexity: only Curtius 
is presented as a wholly admirable figure; Regulus is heroically self-sacrificing as a 
Carthaginian captive, but owes his pligKWWRKLVRZQDUURJDQFH3RVWXPLXVLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQW
seeks by casuistical argument to evade the self-sacrifice to which he is later obliged to 
consent, thereby enabling the Romans to renege unjustly on their undertaking to the 
Samnites.  
The greater imporWDQFHRIH[WHUQDOZDUVLQ WKHVHERRNVLVUHIOHFWHGQRW MXVW LQ'LR¶V
choice of speakers, but also in the themes of the speeches. Many of his Roman speakers deal 
with issues relating to warfare and external relations, such as the choice of war or peace, 
strategy in war, and the desirability of recovering prisoners. On the enemy side, successive 
debates explore alternative means of dealing with the Roman threat. Herennius Pontius 
presents options of extreme leniency and harshness and rightly warns against the intermediate 
course chosen by his son. Milo and Cineas present a similar choice to Pyrrhus; he opts for 
mildness, to no avail. The successive speakers in the Carthaginian debates before the Second 
Punic War again present similar alternatives. This time the harsh option of all-out war is 
selected, but, although Hannibal brought it closest to success, this too ultimately fails. Thus 
Dio used these speeches to illustrate the dilemmas faced by their opponents as the Romans 
advanced to empire, as through later speeches he explored the fatal consequences of that 
















 Table 1: Extended speech episodes, Books 36±60 
 
Table 2: Direct-discourse speech episides, Books 36±60 
Books BC/AD Extended Short 
36±40 69±50 BC 3 11 
41±44 49±44 BC 4 17 
45±50 44±31 BC 2 9 
51±56 31 BC±AD 14 5 18 
57±60 AD 14±46 0 44 
36±60 69 BC±AD 46 14 99 
36±56 69 BC±AD 14 14 55 
  
No. Date Reference Chs. Speaker(s) Place Audience Subject 
1 67 BC 36.25±26 2 Pompey Rome Demos Lex Gabinia 
36.27±29 3 Gabinius 
36.31±36a 5+ Catulus 
2 58 BC 38.18±29 12 Cicero; 
Philiscus 
Athens ² Exile 
3 58 BC 38.36±46 11 Caesar Vesontio Officers Ariovistus 
4 49 BC 41.27±35 9 Caesar Placentia Army Mutiny 
5 46 BC 43.15±18 4 Caesar Rome Senate Reassurance 
6 44 BC 44.23±33 11 Cicero Rome, 
Tellus 
Senate Amnesty 
7 44 BC 44.36±49 14 Antony Rome, 
Forum 
Demos Eulogy 
8 43 BC 45.18±47 30 Cicero Rome Senate War against 
Antony 46.1±28 28 Calenus 
9 31 BC 50.16±22 7 Antony Actium Army Battle 
exhortation 50.24±30 7 Octavian Army 
10 29 BC 52.2±13 12+ Agrippa Rome Octavian Retention of 
monarchy 52.14±40 27+ Maecenas 
11 27 BC 53.3±10 8 Octavian Rome Senate Resignation 
12 AD 4 55.14±21 8 Augustus; 
Livia 
Rome ² Clemency 
13 AD 9 56.2±9 8 Augustus Rome, 
Forum 
Equites Procreation 





Table 3: Direct-discourse fragments, Books 1±35 
Citing works Direct-discourse fragments (Doubtful in italics) Certain Doubtful 
Excerpta de sententiis 
(ES) 
5.5±6, 11; 12.1, 2, 3a, 8, 9, 10; 17.11; 18.8±11; 
35.9, 11; 36.1±3, 4±5, 12, 14, 17a, 17b, 23; 39.8, 10; 
40.15, 16, 19, 30, 31±32, 33±38, 47; 43.10, 18; 




ad Romanos (ELg) 
39.8; 46.1 2 0 
Excerpta de virtutibus 
et vitiis (EV) 
11.18±19 1 0 
/H[LFRQȆİȡΥὶ 
ıȣȞĲȐȟİȦȢSynt.) 
5.13; 12.11, 4, 5a, 5b, 6, 7; 35.2; 36.18a; 40.46a; 
43.32c, 32d, 32e, 31; 57.80c; 62.1a; 107.2, 3; 




57.47 1 0 
Florilegium of Pseudo-
Maximus (Ps.-Max.) 
30.2±4; 36.3, 11, 13, 14; 40.14, 15, 35; 55.3, 3a, 
3b±4, 6, 7; 57.12a, 12b, 5, 11; 70.2±3 
13 5 
Total citations  68 14 
Total fragments  59 13 
 
Table 4: Certain or probable extended speech episodes, Books 1±21 
No.  Fragments Zonar. Book BC Speaker Place Audience Subject 
1 12.4±7, 10, 
(12.1±3, 8±
9, 11?) 
² 3 509 7DUTXLQ¶VHQYR\V
L. Junius Brutus 
Rome Senate Tarquin; 
monarchy vs. 
Republic 
2 (13.2) ² 3 509 Publicola Rome Demos Reassurance 
3 30.2±4 7.25.2±5 7 362 M. Curtius Rome Demos Devotio 
4 36.1±5 
(36.6) 
² 8? 325 Ambustus; Papirius 
Cursor 
Rome Demos 5XOOLDQXV¶IDWH 






6 36.17, 18a 7.26.14±15 8 320 Postumius Albinus Rome Senate Against treaty 
7 40.30, 38 8.4.4±8 9? 280 Fabricius, Milo, 
Cineas, Pyrrhus 
Tarentum Senate Negotiations, 
Epirote council, 
3\UUKXV¶RIIHU 
8 43.32d 8.15.2±5 12? 251 Atilius Regulus Rome Senate Against ransom 
9 55.1 8.21.9 13 218 2 anonymi Carthage Senate War vs. peace 
10 55.2±3, 
55.3b±5, 7±8 
8.22.2±3 13 218 Cornelius Lentulus; 
Fabius Maximus 
Rome Senate War vs. 
embassy 
11 55.10 8.22.5±7 13 218 Hasdrubal, Hanno, 
M. Fabius 
Carthage Armies War vs. peace 
12 57.4±5 8.23.8 13? 218 Hannibal; Scipio Ticinus Senate Battle speeches 
13 57.11 
² 
² 217 Fabius Maximus Rome Demos Defence of own 
strategy 
14 70.2±3 9.7.4 16 211 Scipio  Rome Demos Justifies own 
command 
15 57.80c 9.17.2±5 18 195 Cato; Valerius Rome Demos Lex Oppia 
16 ² 9.30.8 21? 146 anonymus Rome Senate Carthage 
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Table 5: Certain or probable direct-discourse speech episodes, Books 1±21 
Date BC Books Extended Short 
pre-509 1±2 0 6 
509 3 2 0 
508±488 4±? 0 3 
487±363 ?±7 0 3 
362±290 7±?8 4 4 
289±265 ?8±10 1 5 
264±219 11±12 1 4 
218 13±? 4 1 
217±201 ?±17 2 9 
200±146 18±21 2 1 
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&DVVLXV'LR¶VUHIOHFWLRQRIFXOWXUDOLGHQWLWLHV²his own especially²has not lacked in interest 
from modern scholars.1 His early books, however, have been mostly neglected with respect to 
such exploration. Yet, as Jan Assmann (1995, 130) has shown, cultural identity is formed in 
JUHDW SDUW WKURXJKPHPRU\ ³7KH REMHFWLYHPDQLIHVWDWLRQV RI FXOWXUDOPHPRU\ DUH GHILQHG
througKDNLQGRI LGHQWLILFDWRU\GHWHUPLQDWLRQ LQ DSRVLWLYH µZHDUH WKLV¶RU LQ DQHJDWLYH
µWKDW¶V RXU RSSRVLWH¶ VHQVH´ %HFDXVH LGHQWLW\ LV GHWHUPLQHG LQ WKLV SRVLWLYH RU QHJDWLYH
VHQVHRU LQRWKHUZRUGV UHODWLYH WRRWKHUV¶ LQVWDQFHVRI LQWHUDFWLRQDFURss cultures provide 
SDUWLFXODUO\ILQHSRLQWVIRUFRQVWUXFWLRQRILGHQWLW\,WIROORZVWKDWWKHHDUO\ERRNVDQG'LR¶V
performance of remembering the early interactions therein are integral to a cultural analysis 
in the Roman History. This chapter, therefore, begins by examining selected interactions 
between Romans and others in the first twenty-one books of the History with the aim of 
elucidating what Dio saw as the qualities most essential to the cultural identity of early 
Romans. 
 The significance of identity-formation in the early books, however, is not limited to 
WKH ILUVW WZRGHFDGV RI'LR¶VRoman History7R UHWXUQ WR$VVPDQQ   ³FXOWXUDO
memory works by reconstructing, that is, it always relates its knowledge to an actual and 
contemporary sitXDWLRQ´2 $VVPDQQ¶V FRQFOXVLRQV KHUH FRXOG HTXDOO\ EH DSSOLHG WR 'LR¶V
historiographical method. Roman behaviour DW WXUQLQJ SRLQWV LQ'LR¶V KLVWRU\ VXFK DV WKH
triumviral or the Severan periods, is only fully understood in relation to markers of early 
RomDQ FXOWXUDO LGHQWLW\ 6R'LR¶V GHILQLWLRQ RI5RPDQV DV µ[¶ LQ WKH FRQWHPSRUDU\ ERRNV
EHDUV RQ WKHLU GHILQLWLRQ DV µ\¶ LQ WKH HDUO\ ERRNV DQG vice versa. In this respect, he may 
present a Dionian version of Roman cultural memory and, furthermore, of what Roman 
                                                          
1
 Aalders 1986; Ameling 1984; Ameling 1997; Burden-Strevens 2015a; De Blois 1984; Jones 2016; Kemezis 
2014; Madsen 2009; Millar 2005; Reardon 1971 and Swain 1996 represent only a small portion of such studies. 
2
 Another potentially useful model, originally applied to rheWRULF LQ 'LR¶V 5HSXEOLFDQ ERRNV EXW LQ ZD\V
applicable to questions of identity-IRUPDWLRQ WKURXJKRXW PLJKW EH ³7\SH  DQG  PRUDOLVLQJ´ SRVLWHG LQ




cultural identity ought to be. A second part of this chapter, then, focuses on Roman cultural 
identity as it appears throughout the whole History with respect to two qualities that are 
LQWHJUDO WR 'LR¶V UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI HDUO\ 5RPDQ LGHQWLW\-formation and that appear 
consistently up through the contemporary books²ĲȡȣĳȒ and ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ.3 The first, which may 
EHGHILQHGDV³GHOLFDF\´FKDQJHVLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWIURPDTXDOLW\WKDWLVXWWHUO\IRUHLJQWR
Romans to one that is all-too-characteristic of their leaders, while the second, which may be 
GHILQHG DV ³PDQOLQHVV´ XQGHUJRHV WKH YHU\ RSSRVLWH WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ4 Through this case-
VWXG\ LW ZLOO EHFRPH FOHDU WKDW ZKLOH 'LR¶V SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI 5RPDQ LGHQWLW\ LOOXVWUDWHV
historical shifts, that same presentation reveals his sustained interest in these themes 
throughout, and so the historiographical unity of the Roman History as a whole.  
 
Romans and Non-Romans on the Italian Peninsula  
 
The first twenty-RQHERRNVRI'LR¶VRoman History VSDQIURPWKHFLW\¶V IRXQGDWLRQ WR
BCE. In this time Rome expanded outward, transforming itself from a small city in Latium to 
a Mediterranean power. Inevitably, this expansion brought political and military conflict 
between Rome and those with interests in the contested regions²Etruscans, Gauls, Samnites, 
Tarentines, Carthaginians, Illyrians, Greeks, to name a few. These interactions, however, 
were not only political and military, even if they were motivated by such spheres.5 Cultural 
interactions occurred as well. And such interactions, as I shall argue, form the EDVHVRI'LR¶V
construction of identity for both Romans and non-Romans. While the fragmentary nature of 
'LR¶VHDUO\ERRks makes it impossible to analyse definitively all of his narrative preferences 
and techniques, the evidence that we do possess suggests that Dio had an affinity for defining 
                                                          
3
 'LR¶V LQWHUHVW LQ PDQO\ DQG QRQ-manly qualities as crucial to Roman identity is not unique. In fact, such 
SUHRFFXSDWLRQVUHDFKHGXQSUHFHGHQWHGOHYHOVGXULQJ'LR¶VWLPH6HHHJ*OHDVRQRQPDQOLQHVVDQGWKH
VRSKLVWV ZKR ZHUH 'LR¶V FRQWHPSRUDULHV 'LR KRZHYHU DV WKLV VWXG\ DLPV WR VKRZ SURYLGHV H[FHSWLRQDO
temporal scope in his examination of these qualities.  
4
 Definitions follow primary entries in LSJ. Yet, studies such as McDonnell 2006 and Rees 2011, 45±54 show 
that these terms are far more complicated than can be treated by simple definition. 
5
 2Q'LR¶V UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI IRUHLJQ LQWHUDFWLRQVZLWK UHVSHFW WR FLYLF VWDWXV VHH 6¡UHQVHQ  6±84. On 




identity during cultural interactions and through the comparisons that those interactions 
encourage.6 
Roman expansion on the Italian peninsula leads to some of the earliest instances of 
conflict and interaction in the Roman History. The Samnite Wars, for example, bring Romans 
and Samnites together and provide the opportunity for character description. The Samnites, 
after their defeat in 322 BCE, sougKW D WUHDW\ZLWK WKH5RPDQV<HW WKH6DPQLWHV ³GLGQRW
obtain peace; for they were regarded as untrustworthy and had the name of making truces in 
WKHIDFHRIGLVDVWHUVIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIFKHDWLQJDQ\SRZHUWKDWFRQTXHUHGWKHP´ȠΥὐ ȝȑȞĲȠȚ 
țĮΥὶ ΥἔĲȣȤȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ İΥ?ȡȒȞȘȢ·  ΥἄʌȚıĲȠȓ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ įȩȟĮȞĲİȢ İΥἶȞĮȚ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ ıȣȝĳȠȡΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȢ 
ʌĮȡȐțȡȠȣıȚȞ ĲȠΥ? ΥἀİΥὶ țȡĮĲȠΥ?ȞĲȩȢ ıĳȦȞ ıʌȑȞįİıșĮȚ (Cass. Dio F 36.9)).7 The Romans come 
away not much better in this case, for Dio links their overly proud rejection of Samnite 
envoys directly to the disaster at the Caudine Forks (Cass. Dio F 36.10). The Samnites, then, 
as Dio identifies them, are the Cretans of the peninsula²liars and cheats. The Romans are 
identified by their rash pride.8 One group, however, behaves flawlessly (Cass. Dio F 36.15): 
 
ȠΥ? ȀĮʌȣȘȞȠΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ ΥἡĲĲȘșȑȞĲȦȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ȀĮʌȪȘȞ ΥἐȜșȩȞĲȦȞ ȠΥὔĲ¶ İΥἶʌȠȞ 
ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ įİȚȞΥὸȞ ȠΥὐįİȞ ȠΥὔĲİ ΥἔʌȡĮȟĮȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲȡȠĳΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ΥἵʌʌȠȣȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἔįȦțĮȞ țĮΥὶ 
ΥὡȢ țİțȡĮĲȘțȩĲĮȢ Υ?ʌİįȑȟĮĲȠ·  ȠΥ?Ȣ ȖΥ?ȡ ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ ΥἐȕȠȪȜȠȞĲȠ įȚΥ? ĲΥ? ʌȡȠȖİȖȠȞȩĲĮ 
ıĳȓıȚȞ Υ?ʌ¶ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ȞİȞȚțȘțȑȞĮȚ, ĲȠȪĲȠȣȢ țĮțȠĲȣȤȒıĮȞĲĮȢ ΥἠȜȑıĮȞ. 
 
The Capuans, when the defeated Romans arrived in Capua, neither said nor did 
anything harsh, but on the contrary gave them both food and horses and received 
them like victors. They pitied their misfortune the men whom they would not have 
                                                          
6
 ,W PXVW EH QRWHG WKDW D VLJQLILFDQW SRUWLRQ RI WKH SUHVHUYHG WH[W RI 'LR¶V HDUO\ ERRNV LV drawn from de 
Virtutibus et Vitiis and de Sententiis²sources which lend themselves toward pithy summation of cultural 
identities. But the fragments and summaries from other sources, including the Excerpta Ursiniana DQG=RQDUDV¶
epitome, provide similar information, pace 6LPRQV6HH9DOHULH)URPHQWLQDQG&KULVWRSKHU0DOODQ¶V
contributions in this volume on Zonaras and the Excerpta Constantiniana, respectively. 
7
 Text, translation, placement of fragments and book numbering follow that of Cary 1914±1927 with some 
modification. 
8
 Millar 1964, 76 views this as one piece in a pattern of commonplace judgments in the early books, 





wished to see conquer on account of the treatment those same persons had 
formerly accorded them. 
 
The inclusion of a Capuan people who could pity and help defeated Romans in the aftermath 
of the Battle of the Caudine Forks may not be incidental. We know from Dio himself that he 
held Capua in high esteem as his preferred place of work while writing his Roman History 
(Cass. Dio 77[76].2.1). His connection to the city, then, is potentially established quite early 
in his History when he asserts a regional quality of compassion among the Capuans. 
 While the Capuans are identified by their pity, the Romans once again are presented 
as proud, but this time nobly so rather than rashly. Instead of being haughty and falling into 
defeat, they are too proud to rejoice at the survival of their soldiers following a shameful 
disaster (ΥἀʌĮȟȚȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ ΥἄȜȜȦȢ Ĳİ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥὶ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȈĮȣȞȚĲΥ?Ȟ ʌİʌȠȞșȑȞĮȚ, țĮΥὶ ΥἐȕȠȪȜȠȞĲȠ ΥἂȞ 
ʌȐȞĲİȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀʌȠȜȦȜȑȞĮȚ) (Cass. Dio F 36.16)).9 
 Roman pride comes to the fore again, and more positively, during the conflict with 
Tarentum. The Roman general Lucius Valerius, while innocuously anchoring off of 
Tarentum, was attacked by the Tarentines, who were guilty of previous transgressions and 
suspicious of Roman revenge (Cass. Dio F 39.5): 
 
ȁȠȪțȚȠȢ ΥἀʌİıĲȐȜȘ ʌĮȡΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞ ΥἐȢ ȉȐȡĮȞĲĮ. ȠΥ? įΥὲ ȉĮȡĮȞĲΥ?ȞȠȚ ǻȚȠȞȪıȚĮ 
ΥἄȖȠȞĲİȢ, țĮΥὶ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? șİȐĲȡΥ? įȚĮțȠȡİΥ?Ȣ ȠΥἴȞȠȣ ĲΥὸ įİȓȜȘȢ țĮșȒȝİȞȠȚ, ʌȜİΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌΥὶ ıĳΥ?Ȣ 
ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥὐʌİĲȩʌȘıĮȞ, țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡĮȤȡΥ?ȝĮ įȚ¶ ΥὀȡȖΥ?Ȣ, țĮȓ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȝȑșȘȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἀȞĮʌİȚșȠȪıȘȢ, ΥἀȞĲĮȞȒȤșȘıĮȞ, țĮΥὶ ʌȡȠıʌİıȩȞĲİȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȝȒĲİ ȤİΥ?ȡĮȢ ΥἀȞĲĮȚȡȠȝȑȞΥ? 
ȝȒș¶ΥὅȜȦȢ ʌȠȜȑȝȚȩȞ ĲȚ Υ?ʌȠĲȠʌȠȣȝȑȞΥ? țĮĲȑįȣıĮȞ țΥἀțİΥ?ȞȠȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἄȜȜȠȣȢ ʌȠȜȜȠȪȢ. 
 
Lucius was dispatched by the Romans to Tarentum. Now the Tarentines were 
celebrating the Dionysia, and sitting gorged with wine in the theatre one 
afternoon, they suspected that he was sailing against them. In a passion and partly 
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 An interesting microcosm of this rash vs. noble pride comes later in the story of Regulus. According to 
=RQDUDV³KHEHFDPHILOOHGZLWKERDVWIXOQHVVDQGFRQFHLW´ĮΥὐȤȒȝĮĲȠȢȝİıĲΥὸȢ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠțĮΥὶĳȡȠȞȒȝĮĲȠȢ) 
to the extent that he took Xanthippus, Carthaginian ally, lightly and met disaster and capture. When sent on 
HPEDVV\ WR 5RPH SULGH LQ 5RPDQQHVV DQG VKDPH DW GHIHDW OHDGV 5HJXOXV WR ³DFW LQ DOO UHVSHFWV OLNH D
Carthaginian, and not a Roman (țĮΥὶ ΥὃȢ ĲȐ Ĳİ ΥἄȜȜĮ țĮșȐʌİȡ ĲȚȢȀĮȡȤȘįȩȞȚȠȢ ΥἀȜȜ¶ ȠΥὐ Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȢ ΥὢȞ ΥἔʌȡĮĲĲİ) 
(Cass. Dio F 43.27)). In short, surviving defeat is so un-Roman that Regulus will not even acknowledge his 




under the influence of their intoxication, they set sail in turn; and thus, without 
any show of force on his part or the slightest suspicion of any hostile act, they 
attacked and sent to the bottom both him and many others.  
 
In one of the first descriptions of Greek culture in the Roman History WKH 7DUHQWLQHV¶
aggressive attack is linked to a lack of restraint and sobriety associated with the Dionysia, 
wine and theatre. Their lack of ıȦĳȡȠıȪȞȘ is contrasted further with the moderation and 
dignity of the Romans, who upon sending envoys in response to the attack on Lucius received 
nothing of a friendly audience (Cass. Dio F 39.6±8): 
 
ȖȑȜȦĲĮ ĲȐ Ĳİ ΥἄȜȜĮ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ıĲȠȜΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȠȚȠΥ?ȞĲȠ. ΥἦȞ įΥὲ Υἡ ΥἀıĲȚțȒ, Υ? țĮĲ¶
ΥἀȖȠȡΥ?Ȟ ȤȡȫȝİșĮ·  ĲĮȪĲȘȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȚ, ΥἔȚĲ¶ ȠΥ?Ȟ ıİȝȞȩĲȘĲȠȢ ΥἕȞİțĮ İΥἴĲİ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? 
įȑȠȢ, ΥἵȞ¶ Υἔț Ȗİ ĲȠȪĲȠȣ ĮΥ?įİıșΥ?ıȚȞ ĮΥὐĲȠȪȢ, ΥἐıĲĮȜȝȑȞȠȚ ΥἦıĮȞ. țĮĲΥ? ıȣıĲȐıİȚȢ Ĳİ 
ȠΥ?Ȟ țȦȝȐȗȠȞĲİȢ ΥἐĲȫșĮȗȠȞ (țĮΥὶ ȖΥ?ȡ țĮΥὶ ĲȩĲİ ΥἑȠȡĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἦȖȠȞ, Υ?ĳ¶ ΥἧȢ țĮȓĲȠȚ ȝȘįȑȞĮ 
ȤȡȩȞȠȞ ıȦĳȡȠȞȠΥ?ȞĲİȢ ΥἔĲȚ țĮΥὶ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ Υ?ȕȡȚȗȠȞ), țĮΥὶ ĲȑȜȠȢ ʌȡȠııĲȐȢ ĲȚȢ ĲΥ? 
ȆȠıĲȠȣȝȓΥ? țĮΥὶ țȪȥĮȢ ΥἑĮȣĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȟȑȕĮȜİ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐıșΥ?ĲĮ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? ΥἐțȘȜȓįȦıİ. șȠȡȪȕȠȣ 
įΥὲ ΥἐʌΥὶ ĲȠȪĲΥ? ʌĮȡΥ? ʌȐȞĲȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ ȖİȞȠȝȑȞȠȣ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸȞ ȝΥὲȞ ΥἐʌĮȚȞȠȪȞĲȦȞ Υ?ıʌİȡ 
ĲȚ șĮȣȝĮıĲΥὸȞ İΥ?ȡȖĮıȝȑȞȠȞ, ΥἐȢ įΥὲ įΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȣȢ ʌȠȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἀıİȜȖΥ? ΥἀȞȐʌĮȚıĲĮ 
ΥἐȞ Υ?ȣșȝΥ? ĲȠΥ? Ĳİ țȡȩĲȠȣ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȕĮįȓıİȦȢ Υ?įȩȞĲȦȞ. 
 
[The Tarentines] made sport of their dress. It was the city garb, which we wear in 
the Forum; and this the envoys had put on either for the sake of dignity or else by 
way of precaution, thinking that this at least would cause the foreigners to respect 
their position. Bands of revelers accordingly jeered at them²they were then also 
celebrating a festival, because of which, though they were at no time noted for 
temperate behavior, they were still more wanton²and finally a man planted 
himself in the way of Postumius, and stooping over him, relieved his bowels and 
VRLOHGWKHHQYR\¶VFORWKLQJ$WWKLVDQXSURDUDURVHIURPDOOWKHUHVWZKRSUDLVHG
the man as if he had performed some remarkable deed, and they sang scurrilous 
verses against the Romans, accompanied by applause and capering steps. 
 
Once again, the Tarentines are found inebriated and well beyond any sense of shame during 
yet another festival. Their behavior is remarkable on its own; and they are characterised by 




sharp contrast, not only as distant from drunken revelry, but as calm statesmen. Their toga-
clad embassy represents the proper use of negotium DV PXFK DV WKH 7DUHQWLQHV¶ EHKDYLRU
encapsulates the improper use of otium 7R XVH $VVPDQQ¶V PRGHO DJDLQ 'LR ZKHQ
remembering third-century Roman predecessors, asserts one DVSHFWRI5RPDQLGHQWLW\ ³ZH
DUH FRQWUROOHG FRQVHUYDWLYH VWDWHVPHQ´ ,Q IDFW 'LR HYHQ XVHV WKH ILUVW person plural in 
discussing the toga and Forum in the quote above, thereby connecting himself with these 
SUHGHFHVVRUV%\FRPSDULVRQZLWKWKH7DUHQWLQHVKHPDNHVLWFOHDUWKDW³ZHWKH5RPDQVDUH
QRWGUXQN'LRQ\VLDQ UHYHOHUVZLWKRXW D VHQVHRISURSULHW\´ ,Q WKLV UHVSHFW'LR VHWV XSDQ
aspect of Roman identity and presents it in a complicated, yet relatively positive sense. 
 Early interactions on the peninsula in general, however, seem to bring out the worst in 
those involved. The Greek Tarentines have no control. The Samnites are liars. The Romans 
are proud, but such that it leads to undesirable outcomes, whether it may be defeat at the 
Caudine Forks or the embarrassment of having their togas defecated upon. In these samples 
from the peninsula, Capua seems to be the only group which displays qualities that sum up to 
a commendable identity.10 If we fix our gaze outwards and beyond Italian affairs, however, 
we will see that Rome often asserts exceptional qualities during cultural interactions in the 
early books of Dio.11 
 
Romans and Non-Romans to the North 
 
Moving north of Rome, we encounter the Gallic Insubres, who, after making an initially 
inspired attack on Rome, became immediately deflated and dejected when the Romans were 
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 The Capuans appear again, where Zonaras (9.2) describes their defection to Hannibal. While on the surface 
this appears to be a negative characterization, it does not necessarily challenge the qualities and resulting 
identity constructed by Dio earlier in the History. For, aside from the fact that the account comes in epitome, the 
defection is the work of the populace after the senatorial aristocracy²the group with which Dio would most 
likely have identified²had been ejected. 
11
 This view is nuanced in this volume by Lange, who outlines a number of ways in which the behavior of 
'LR¶VHDUO\5RPDQVLVFKDUDFWHULVHGE\YLROHQFHDQGIDFWLRQDQGWKHUHIRUHLVOHVVWKDQLGHDO6HHDOVR/LERXUHO
1974, 390±393. Yet, those violent behaviors, as Lange illustrates, are born out of stasis and, as I would 




well-prepared and positioned. Dio seizes the opportunity to observe the natural inclinations of 
the Gallic race (Cass. Dio F 50.2±3):12 
 
ĲΥὸ įΥὲ įΥ? īĮȜĮĲȚțΥὸȞ ʌȜȑȠȞ ĲȚ Υἢ țĮĲΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȠȣȢ ΥὀȟȪĲĮĲĮ ȝΥὲȞ ΥὧȞ ΥἂȞ 
ΥἐʌȚșȣȝȒıȦıȚȞ ΥἀȞĲȚȜĮȝȕȐȞȠȞĲĮȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȡȡȦȝİȞȑıĲĮĲĮ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȡȠȤȦȡȠȪȞĲȦȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἀȞĲȑȤȠȞĲĮȚ, ΥἂȞ į¶ΥἄȡĮ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ ȕȡĮȤȪĲĮĲȠȞ ʌȡȠıțȡȠȪıȦıȚȞ, ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ȠΥὐį¶ΥἐȢ ĲΥ? ȜȠȚʌΥ? 
ΥἐȜʌȓȗȠȣıȚ, ʌȡȩȤİȚȡȠȚ ȝΥὲȞ Υ?ʌ¶ΥἀȞȠȓĮȢ ʌΥ?Ȟ Υὃ ȕȠȪȜȠȞĲĮȚ ʌȡȠıįȠțΥ?ıĮȚ, ʌȡȩȤİȚȡȠȚ įΥὲ 
Υ?ʌΥὸ șȣȝȠΥ? ʌΥ?Ȟ Υὃ ΥἂȞ ΥἐȖȤİȚȡȓıȦȞĲĮȚ ΥἐʌİȟİȜșİΥ?Ȟ ΥὄȞĲİȢ. țĮΥὶ ΥὀȡȖΥ? ΥἀțȡȐĲΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥὁȡȝΥ? 
ΥἀʌȜȒıĲΥ? ȤȡΥ?ȞĲĮȚ, țĮΥὶ įȚ¶ĮΥὐĲΥ? ȠΥὔĲİ ĲȚ įȚĮȡțΥὲȢ ΥἐȞ ĮΥὐĲĮΥ?Ȣ ΥἔȤȠȣıȚȞ (ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ ȖȐȡ 
ΥἐıĲȚȞ ΥἐʌΥὶ ʌȠȜΥ? ĲΥὸ ʌȡȠʌİĲΥ?Ȣ șȡĮıȣȞȩȝİȞȠȞ ΥἀȞĲĮȡțȑıĮȚ), țΥἂȞ ΥἅʌĮȟ ΥἀȜȜȠȚȦșΥ?ıȚȞ, 
ȠΥὔĲ¶ΥἀȞĮȜĮȕİΥ?Ȟ ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȜȜȦȢ Ĳİ țĮΥὶ įȑȠȣȢ ĲȚȞΥὸȢ ʌȡȠıȖİȞȠȝȑȞȠȣ įȪȞĮȞĲĮȚ, țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ 
ΥἀȞĲȓʌĮȜȠȞ ΥἔțʌȜȘȟȚȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȩıșİȞ ΥἀįİȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȩȜȝȘȢ țĮșȓıĲĮȞĲĮȚ·  įȚ¶ΥὀȜȓȖȠȣ ȖΥ?ȡ ʌȡΥὸȢ 
ĲΥ? ΥἐȞĮȞĲȚȫĲĮĲĮ ΥὀȟȣȡȡȩʌȦȢ, ΥἅĲİ ȝȘįΥὲȞ Υἐț ĲȠΥ? ȜȠȖȚıȝȠΥ? ΥἐȤȑȖȖȣȠȞ ΥἐȢ ȝȖįȑĲİȡȠȞ 
ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ʌĮȡİȤȩȝİȞȠȚ, ĳȑȡȠȞĲĮȚ. 
 
Those of the Gallic race more than all others, seize very eagerly upon what they 
desire, and cling most tenaciously to their successes, but if they meet with the 
slightest obstacle, have no hope at all left for the future. In their folly they are 
ready to expect whatsoever they wish, and in their ardor are ready to carry out 
whatsoever they have undertaken. They are men of ungoverned passion and 
uncontrolled impulse, and for that reason they have in these qualities no element 
of endurance, since it is impossible for reckless audacity to prevail for any time; 
and if once they suffer a setback, they are unable, especially if any fear also be 
present, to recover themselves, and are plunged into a state of panic corresponding 
to their previous fearless daring. In brief time they rush very abruptly to the very 
opposite extremes, since they can furnish no sound motive based on reason for 
either course. 
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 Dio is not the only historian who attributes fickleness to the Gauls. A possible source both in terms of events 
and in terms of stereotypes may be Polybius who provides similar descriptions of Gauls and Celts at 2.32.8, 
3.70.4 and 3.78.1. On Polybius and Dionian Quellenforschung, which Foulon 2016 has recently deemed an 





Dio returns again to Gallic fickleness throughout the History, including the early books. 
:KHQ+DQQLEDODOOLHVZLWK*DXOVRQO\WRILQGWKHPLPSRVVLEO\YRODWLOH'LRFRPPHQWV³WKH
whole Gallic race is naturally more or less fickle, cowardly and faithless. Just as they are 
readily emboldened in the face of hopes, so even the more readily when frightened do they 
IDOOLQWRDSDQLF´țȠΥ?ĳȠȞ ȖȐȡ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ įİȚȜΥὸȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἄʌȚıĲȠȞ ĳȪıĮȚ ʌΥ?Ȟ ĲΥὸ īĮȜĮĲȚțΥὸȞ ȖȑȞȠȢ ΥἐıĲȓȞ·  
Υ?ıʌİȡ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἑĲȠȓȝȦȢ șȡĮıȪȞİĲĮȚ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȜʌȓįĮȢ, ȠΥ?ĲȦȢ ΥἑĲȠȚȝȩĲİȡȠȞ ĳȠȕȘșΥὲȞ ΥἐțʌȜȒĲĲİĲĮȚ 
(Cass. Dio F 57.6b)). While outlining this aspect of identity for the Gauls, Dio also further 
LOOXPLQDWHVLWLQWKHFDVHRIWKH5RPDQV³WKRVH*DXOVDUHILFNOH$QGLQFRQWUDVWZH5RPDQV
DUHGHWHUPLQHG´ 
 If we take these descriptions, however, with an earlier account of conflict between 
Rome and Gaul, we discover another facet of Dionian interactions and identities. During the 
Gallic invasion of Rome in 391 BCE, the Gauls are again described as quick to action and 
anger. Yet, in this case, their quickness has a negative effect on their Roman opponent: 
³SDQLF-VWULFNHQE\WKHXQH[SHFWHGQHVVRIWKHLQYDGHU¶VH[SHGLWLRQE\WKHLUQXPEHUVE\WKH
huge size of their bodies, and by the strange and terrifying sound of their voices, they forgot 
their training in mLOLWDU\ VFLHQFH DQG KHQFH ORVW WKH XVH RI WKHLU YDORU´ ʌȡȩȢ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ ĲΥὸ 
ΥἀįȩțȘĲȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἐʌȚıĲȡĮĲİȓĮȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ʌȜΥ?șȠȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ȝȑȖİșȠȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ıȦȝȐĲȦȞ, ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ĳȦȞΥ?Ȟ 
ȟİȞȚțȩȞ Ĳȑ ĲȚ țĮΥὶ ĳȡȚțΥ?įİȢ ĳșİȖȖȠȝȑȞȘȞ ΥἐțʌȜĮȖȑȞĲİȢ, ĲΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ΥἐȝʌİȚȡȓĮȢ ΥἅȝĮ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ĲĮțĲȚțΥ?Ȟ 
ΥἐʌİȜȐșȠȞĲȠ, țĮΥὶ Υἐț ĲȠȪĲȠȣ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȠȒțĮȞĲȠ (Cass. Dio F 25.3)). The Romans, here, 
though well-trained, are characterised by panic during adversity. In terms of identity, there 
are two possible interpretations to draw from this. The first: exceptional behavior that is 
FRQWUDU\ WR RQH¶V LGHQWLW\ LV Sossible. The Romans, characterised by orderliness and self-
control, are capable of uncontrolled panic. The second and perhaps more significant in terms 
RI'LR¶VFRQFHSWLRQRIKXPDQQDWXUHLGHQWLW\FDQFKDnge.13 The Romans of 391 BCE lacked 
self-control in the face of a Gallic attack. By the end of the third-century BCE, however, the 
Romans and Gauls behave in the opposite manner²Romans are ordered, Gauls are panic-
stricken. As might be expected of a Roman history running a thousand years, elements of 
Roman identity are complicated, seeming both fluid and innate. The Gauls, on the other hand, 
mere players in Roman history, can be summed up in a paragraph and instances that run 
contrary to that characterisation are flipped over as anomaly. 
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Romans and Non-Romans across the Adriatic 
 
If we turn our attention across the Adriatic to Greece, we find a similar shift in identifying 
characteristics after cross-cultural interaction. Macedonian domination in Greece had 
changed the natural spirit of the Greeks such that after victory at Cynoscephalae in 197 BCE, 
)ODPLQLQXVPDGHDWUXFHZLWK3KLOLS9RI0DFHGRQLDDV'LRH[SODLQV³EHFDXVHRIKLVIHDU
that if Philip were out of the way, the Greeks might recover their ancient spirit and no longer 
SD\FRXUWWRWKH5RPDQV´ĮΥἴĲȚȠȞ įΥὲ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἐĳȠȕȒșȘ ȝΥ? ȠΥἵ Ĳİ ΥἝȜȜȘȞİȢ Υ?ʌİȟĮȚȡİșȑȞĲȠȢ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ? Ĳȩ 
Ĳİ ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮ ĲΥὸ ʌĮȜĮȚΥὸȞ ΥἀȞĮȜȐȕȦıȚ țĮΥὶ ıĳΥ?Ȣ ȠΥὐțȑĲȚ șİȡĮʌİȪıȦıȚ (Cass. Dio F 60)).14 
Flamininus was right about Greek recovery of ancient virtues. The Rhodians, for example, 
thinking that they were the conquerors of Philip, redeemed their prior spirit (ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮ) for a 
short period of time before once again becoming anxious to be allies of Rome (Cass. Dio F 
68.1± 7KLV VKLIW LQ EHKDYLRU UHIOHFWV $VVPDQQ¶V YLHZ RI FXOWXUDO PHPRU\ DQG WKH
accompanying identificatory determinations as forever in a state of reconstruction with one 
eye on the present and another on the past²³*UHHNVZHUHRQFHIXOORIVSLULWDQGFRXUDJH´
³*UHHNVQRZODFNVSLULWDQGFRXUDJH´ 
 Identity across cultures up to this point in our discussion has belonged to whole 
groups²the Samnites are liars, the Capuans are sympathetic, the Tarentines lack self-control, 
the Gauls are fickle, the Greeks have (or do not have) fighting spirit. It is around this period, 
turning into the second-century BCEWKDWLQGLYLGXDOOHDGHUVERWK5RPDQDQG³RWKHU´KDYHD
JUHDWHUSUHVHQFH LQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH DQGGLVFXVVLRQRI LGHQWLW\ DFURVV FXOWXUH15 To a certain 
H[WHQW )ODPLQLQXV FRPHV WR UHSUHVHQW IDFHWV RI 5RPDQ LGHQWLW\ ,QVWHDG RI ³5RPDQV DUH
GHWHUPLQHG´GXULQJ&\QRVFHSKDODH'LRDVVHUWVWKDW³)ODPLQLQXVD5RPDQUHSUHVHQWDWLYHLV
GHWHUPLQHG´ 3RZHUIXO LQGLYLGXDOV WKHQ PLJKW SRVLWLYHO\ FRQWULbute to the definition of 
cultural identity.  
 Yet, they might also illustrate cultural identity by their departure from expected 
behaviors. Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus provides one such example.16 His enemies in 
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 See further Aalders 1986, 285. 
15
 See further Kemezis 2014, 105 with an emphasis on political expediency. Lindholmer in this volume sees a 
VLPLODUWUDMHFWRU\RI³FROOHFWLYH´WR³LQGLYLGXDO´LQWHUPVRIFRPSHWLWLRQLQWKH(DUO\WR/DWH5HSXEOLF 
16
 See Coudry and Lindholmer in this volume for further discussions of Scipio. See also Aalders 1986, 284±
285; Simons 2009, 200±240. There had already been some hint that non-Roman and potentially eastern 




the Roman senate, perhaps inspired by WKHLUHQY\ĳșȩȞȠȢ),17 criticise him for negligence and 
DPELWLRQ ,Q DGGLWLRQ 'LR UHPDUNV ³WKH\ ZHUH IXUWKHU H[DVSHUDWHG EHFDXVH KH DGRSWHG D
Greek lifestyle, wore a himationDQGIUHTXHQWHGWKHSDODHVWUD´ʌȡȠıʌĮȡĮȟȣȞșȑȞĲİȢ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥ? Ĳİ 
ΥἜȜȜȘȞȚțΥ? įȚĮȓĲΥ? ΥἐȤȡΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥὶ ΥὅĲȚ Υ?ȝȐĲȚȠȞ ΥἀȞİȕȐȜȜİĲȠ, ΥὅĲȚ Ĳİ ΥἐȢ ʌĮȜĮȓıĲȡĮȞ ʌĮȡȑȕĮȜȜİȞ (Cass. 
Dio F 6FLSLR¶VULYDOVPDUNKLPDVRQHZKRKDVWUDQVJUHVVHGWKHGHILQLQJmores of 
Roman identity. One such signal is his non-Roman dress, which contrasts with that of his 
aforementioned predecessors while on embassy at Tarentum.18 As with the case of the nasty 
Tarentines, the contrast here is between Roman moderate behavior and imported Greek 
immoderate behavior.19 Scipio behaves like a Greek, not a Roman: Romans do not take up 
Greek lifestyles, Romans do not wear himatia, Romans do not go to the palaestra. By this 
SRLQWLQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYHHYHQZLWKDIUDJPHQWDU\UHFRUG5RPDQLGHQWLW\KDVEHHQHVWDEOLVKHG
well enough to illustrate that Scipio was different. His transgressive behavior serves to 
cement Republican Roman identity further. 
 
Romans and Non-Romans South of the Mediterranean 
 
The Scipiones are not the only individuals who challenge their own cultural identity. If we 
sail south to North Africa, we find Massinissa behaving disparately from his native 
1XPLGLDQV'LRUHSRUWVRIWKH5RPDQDOO\WKDW³LQSRLQWRIOR\DOW\KHH[FHOOHGQRWRQO\WKH
men of his own race²who are most faithless as a rule²but even those who greatly prided 
WKHPVHOYHVXSRQWKLVYLUWXH´țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ʌȓıĲȚȞ ȠΥὐȤ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὁȝȠĳȪȜȦȞ (ΥἄʌȚıĲȠȚ ȖΥ?ȡ ȠΥ?ĲȠȚ Ȗİ ΥὡȢ 
ʌȜȒșİȚ İΥ?ıȓ) ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȐȞȣ ȝȑȖĮ Υἐʌ¶ĮΥὐĲΥ? ĳȡȠȞȠȪȞĲȦȞ ʌȡȠȑĳİȡİȞ) (Cass. Dio F 57.50)). 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
war in Spain had led the Spaniards to call him Great King (ȠΥ? įΥὲ ΥУȕȘȡİȢ  țĮΥὶ ȕĮıȚȜȑĮ ȝȑȖĮȞ Υ?ȞȐȝĮȗȠȞ (Cass. 
Dio F 57.48)). 
17
 See Coudry and Lindholmer in this volume. Burden-Strevens 2015b, 180±192 and 2016 provides rich 
discussions of ĳșȩȞȠȢ in Dio, but with a focus on the Late Republic. See also Kuhn-Chen 2002, 179±181; Rees 
2011, 30±35.  
18
 On the significance of dress and appearance to social and cultural identity, though with scanty discussion of 
the early books, see Freyburger-Galland 1993; Gleason 2011. Freyburger-Galland equates the himation with the 
toga, though it is clear in the case of F 57 that a distinction is being drawn between the two. 
19
 Greek behavior by Greeks receives little attention in the fragments as we have them. The emphasis, rather, 
appears to be on imported Greekness, raising the potential question of whether there is something inherently 
wrong with eastern behavior or if the problem is in taking up a behavior that is contrar\WRRQH¶VRZQVXSSRVHG




+LV GLYHUJHQFH IURP W\SLFDO1XPLGLDQ EHKDYLRU LQ DPDQQHU VLPLODU WR 6FLSLR¶V GHSDUWXUH
from Roman mores, serves not only as an individual characterisation, but also as a basis for 
describing Numidian identity in general. 
 The interaction that brings Massinissa into contact with the Romans, of course, is the 
Second Punic War. It is during the Punic Wars and the interactions between Carthage and 
Rome that Dio defines Roman Republican identity at its most noble.20 As early as the 
beginning of the First Punic War, the consul Claudius harangues his troops by means of a 
discussion of their natural virtue (Cass. Dio F 43.11): 
 
įȚįȐıțȦȞ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥὅĲȚ Ĳİ ĮΥ? ȞΥ?țĮȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἄȝİȚȞȠȞ ʌĮȡİıțİȣĮıȝȑȞȠȚȢ ȖȓȖȞȠȚȞĲȠ țĮΥὶ ΥὅĲȚ 
Υἡ ıĳİĲȑȡĮ ΥἀȡİĲΥ? ʌȠȜΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞĮȞĲȓȦȞ ĲȑȤȞȘȢ ʌȡȠȑȤȠȣıĮ İΥἴȘ·  ΥἑĮȣĲȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ 
ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȚıĲȒȝȘȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȞĮȣĲȚțΥ?Ȟ įȚ¶ ΥὀȜȓȖȠȣ ʌȡȠıȜȒȥİıșĮȚ, ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įΥὲ įΥ? ȀĮȡȤȘįȠȞȓȠȚȢ 
ȝȘįȑʌȠĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȞ Υἐț ĲȠΥ? ΥἴıȠȣ ıĳȓıȚȞ Υ?ʌȐȡȟİȚȞ ΥἔĳȘ·  ĲΥὸ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ țĲȘĲΥὸȞ įȚΥ? 
ȕȡĮȤȑȠȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲΥὸȞ ȞȠΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ʌȡȠıȑȤȠȣıȚ țĮΥὶ țĮșĮȚȡİĲΥὸȞ ȝİȜȑĲΥ? İΥἶȞĮȚ, ĲΥὸ įΥὲ İΥ? ȝΥ? 
ĳȪıİȚ ĲΥ? ʌȡȠıİȓΥ? ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ įȚįĮȤΥ? ʌȠȡȚıșΥ?ȞĮȚ. 
 
He showed them that victories fell to the lot of the better-equipped, but that their 
own valor was far better than the skill of their opponents. They would soon 
acquire knowledge in seafaring, whereas the Carthaginians would never have 
manliness equal to theirs. For skill was something that could be obtained in a 




Defining Roman identity in terms of ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ EHFRPHVDPRWLILQ'LR¶VFRYHUDJHRIWKH3XQLc 
Wars, and one addressed not only by Roman generals. Dio himself narrates at length on 
Roman ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ, linking it with another Roman characteristic that is frequently displayed in 
the early books²moderation. He narrates as follows (Cass. Dio F 52.1±2): 
                                                          
20
 So Burden-Strevens 2016, 211 and Kemezis 2014, 106±107, who see this period as a relative golden age, 
especially in terms of rhetoric. But see Rich in this volume for a re-interpretation of the deliberative rhetoric in 
the early books and Lindholmer and Lange also in this volume for a discussion of the abundance of competition, 
violence, and stasis in the early books.  
21
 Polybius offers a similar description of Roman valor in spite of lack of naval experience. See 1.20.11±12. On 





ȠΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ʌȠȜȑȝȠȣ ΥἤțĮȝĮȗȠȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ ΥὁȝȠȞȠȓΥ? ΥἀțȡȚȕΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἐȤȡΥ?ȞĲȠ, Υ?ıș¶ Υἅʌİȡ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ Υἐț ȝΥὲȞ ΥἀțȡȐĲȠȣ İΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȢ ΥἐȢ șȐȡıȠȢ, Υἐț įΥὲ 
Υ?ıȤȣȡȠΥ? įȑȠȣȢ ΥἐȢ ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȞ ĳȑȡİȚ, ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲȩĲİ įȚĮȜȜĮȖΥ?ȞĮȚ·  ΥὅıΥ? ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἐʌΥὶ 
ʌȜİΥ?ȠȞ İΥὐĲȪȤȘıĮȞ, ΥἐʌΥὶ ȝΥ?ȜȜȠȞ ΥἐıȦĳȡȩȞȘıĮȞ, ĲΥὸ ȝΥὲȞ șȡȐıȠȢ, ȠΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞįȡİΥ?ȠȞ 
ȝİĲȑȤİȚ, ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĲȚʌȐȜȠȣȢ ΥἐȞįİȚțȞȪȝİȞȠȚ, ĲΥὸ įΥὲ ΥἐʌȚİȚțȑȢ, ȠΥ? țȠȚȞȦȞİΥ? Υἡ 
İΥὐĲĮȟȓĮ, țĮĲ¶ ΥἀȜȜȒȜȠȣȢ ʌĮȡİȤȩȝİȞȠȚ·  ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ Υ?ıȤΥ?Ȟ ʌȡΥὸȢ ȝİĲȡȚȩĲȘĲȠȢ 
ΥἀțȚȞįȪȞȠȣ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ țȩıȝȚȠȞ ʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȢ ΥἀȜȘșȠΥ?Ȣ țĲΥ?ıȚȞ ΥἐȜȐȝȕĮȞȠȞ, 
ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ İΥὐʌȡĮȖȓĮȞ ΥἐȢ Υ?ȕȡȚȞ ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐʌȚİȓțİȚĮȞ ΥἐȢ įİȚȜȓĮȞ ΥἐȟȐȖȠȞĲİȢ. ȠΥ?ĲȦ ȝΥὲȞ 
ȖΥ?ȡ Ĳȩ Ĳİ ıȦĳȡȠȞȠΥ?Ȟ Υἐȟ ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ șĮȡıȠΥ?Ȟ Υἐț įȑȠȣȢ ĳșİȓȡİıșĮȚ, ΥἐțİȓȞȦȢ 
įΥὲ ĲΥὸ ȝȑĲȡȚȠȞ Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȢ ΥἀıĳĮȜȑıĲİȡȠȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ İΥὐĲȣȤȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ʌ¶ İΥὐĲĮȟȓĮȢ 
ȕİȕĮȚȩĲİȡȠȞ ȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚ ΥἐȞȩȝȚȗȠȞ. 
 
The Romans were at the height of their military power and enjoyed absolute 
harmony among themselves. Thus, unlike most people, who are led by unalloyed 
good fortune to audacity, but by strong fear to restraint, they at this time had a 
very different experience in these matters. For the greater their successes, the 
more were they self-controlled; against their enemies they displayed that daring 
which is a part of manliness, but toward one another they showed restraint which 
goes hand in hand with good order. They used their power for the exercise of safe 
moderation and their orderliness for the acquirement of true manliness; and they 
did not allow either their good fortune to develop into arrogance or their restraint 
into cowardice. They believed that in the latter case sobriety was ruined by 
manliness and boldness by fear; whereas with them moderation was rendered 
more secure by manliness and good fortune surer by good order. 
 
The repetition of statements of Roman virtue herein, even when paradoxical, leaves little 
doubt about the centrality of ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ in Roman self-conception. Furthermore, the Roman 
identity at this period, as characterised by ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ, is strong enough that even Hannibal 
recognises it and uses it to shame his soldiers. He questions his men as follows after giving 
5RPDQFDSWLYHV WKHRSWLRQRI VODYHU\RUPRUWDO FRPEDW ³1RZ LV LW QRW VKDPHIXO VROGLHUV
when these men who have been captured by us have such manliness as to be eager to die in 
place of becoming slaves, that we on the other hand, shrink from incurring a little toil and 




ȠΥὐț ĮΥ?ıȤȡȩȞ, Υὦ ΥἄȞįȡİȢ ıĲȡĮĲȚΥ?ĲĮȚ, ĲȠȪĲȠȣȢ ȝΥὲȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ĳ¶ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ ΥἑĮȜȦțȩĲĮȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȞ ΥἔȤİȚȞ Υ?ıĲİ țĮΥὶ ΥἀʌȠșĮȞİΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĲΥὶ ĲȠΥ? įȠȣȜİΥ?ıĮȚ ΥἐʌȚșȣȝΥ?ıĮȚ, ΥἡȝΥ?Ȣ į¶ ΥὀțȞΥ?ıĮȚ ʌȩȞȠȞ 
ĲȚȞΥ? țĮΥὶ ʌȡȠıȑĲȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἄȡȤİȚȞ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ Υ?ʌȠıĲΥ?ȞĮȚ; (Cass. Dio F 57.4)). 
 From fragments 43 to 57, covering the First and Second Punic Wars, we find the 
Romans characterised by ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ no fewer than five times. The repetition underscores the 
importance of this virtue to Roman identity. Its use by Romans, Carthaginians, and Dio 
himself during various cultural interactions is unmatched by other terms of virtue in the 
fragments of the early books. 
Yet, as Assmann notes, identity is formed not only by positive formulations, but negative as 
well. Dio employs both elements of identity-definition as the early books wind down. While 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ is inherent in Roman identity, ĲȡȣĳȒ²a conflicting characteristic²is alien.22 Thus, 
when in 187 BCE Asiatic luxury sets upon the Romans, it is as a foreign entity that challenges 
their innate cultural identity.23 Dio reports (Cass. Dio F 64): 
 
ȠΥ? Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȚ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥμıȚĮȞΥ?Ȣ  ȖİȣıȐȝİȞȠȚ, țĮΥὶ ȝİĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȜĮĳȪȡȦȞ 
ʌİȡȚȠȣıȓĮȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ʌĮȡΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥὅʌȜȦȞ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓĮȢ ΥἐȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἡĲĲȘșȑȞĲȦȞ țĲȒȝĮıȚȞ 
ΥἐȖȤȡȠȞȓıĮȞĲİȢ, ĲȒȞ Ĳİ ΥἀıȦĲȓĮȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ įȚΥ? ȕȡĮȤȑȠȢ ΥἐȗȒȜȦıĮȞ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȐĲȡȚĮ ΥἔșȘ 
ȠΥὐ įȚΥ? ȝĮțȡȠΥ? țĮĲİʌȐĲȘıĮȞ. ȠΥ?ĲȦ ĲΥὸ įİȚȞΥὸȞ ĲȠΥ?Ĳ¶ ΥἐțİΥ?șİȞ ΥἀȡȟȐȝİȞȠȞ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȢ ĲΥὸ 
ΥἄıĲȣ ΥἐȞȑʌİıİ. 
 
The Romans, when they had had the taste of Asiatic delicacy and had spent some 
time among the possessions of the vanquished amid the abundance of spoils and 
the license granted by success in arms, rapidly came to emulate the prodigality of 
these peoples and to trample under foot their own ancestral character. Thus this 
terrible thing, starting in that quarter, invaded the city as well.  
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 On ĲȡȣĳȒ in Dio, see Rees 2011, 45±54. He views ĲȡȣĳȒ in F 64 as a moral issue contra Hose 1994, 402±
403, who sees the ΥἀȡİĲȒ / virtus that was lost as a result of the importation of ĲȡȣĳȒ / luxuria as military in 
nature. As McDonnell 2006, 110±111 observes, ΥἀȡİĲȒ / virtus was compared with ĲȡȣĳȒ in a moral sense from 
this period onward²not only in Dio, but in Polybius as well. Yet, the effect of moral deficiency on the military 
must not be overlooked, on which see below for further discussion. 
23
 On the dating of the actions described in this fragment, see Hose 1994, 400±401; Rees 2011, 45; Simons 





The import of foreign delicacy as detrimental is widespread in the History.24 Such 
observation and analysis is not entirely unique to Dio, of course. Livy, for example, likewise 
places the seeds of foreign delicacy at the same point in history, preceding a list of luxurious 
LWHPVZLWK WKHDVVHUWLRQ WKDW³WKHRULJLQRI IRUHLJQGHOLFacy was brought into Rome by the 
$VLDWLF DUP\´ luxuriae enim peregrinae origo ab exercitu Asiatico invecta in urbem est) 
(Livy 39.6.7). For Livy too, this would only be the beginning. Yet, though Livy discusses 
changes in taste and use (aestimatio et usus) of certain luxuries such as fine dining, he does 
not claim explicitly that luxuria changed Roman identity. For Dio, conversely, this seems to 
be the main point: țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ʌȐĲȡȚĮ ΥἔșȘ ȠΥὐ įȚΥ? ȝĮțȡȠΥ? țĮĲİʌȐĲȘıĮȞ. 
 Such changes in identificatory qualities as a result of cultural interactions occur 
elsewhere in Dio. For example, to some extent, the discussion above of Greek loss of 
ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮ is the result of such interaction. Later in the early books, the Cimbri suffer a 
corrupting external cultural influence similar to the ĲȡȣĳȒ that invades Rome. They lose their 
fiery spirit when houses, hot baths, cooked dainties and wine infect their culture (Cass. Dio F 
94.2). By 55 BCE the import of such delicacy in Rome was serious enough that the consuls 
considered setting laws to curb its influence on Romans: ΥἐʌİȤİȓȡȘıĮȞ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? 
ΥἀȞĮȜȫȝĮĲĮĲΥ? țĮĲΥ? ĲΥ?ȞįȓĮȚĲĮȞΥἐʌΥὶ ȝĮțȡȩĲĮĲȠȞʌȡȠȘȖȝȑȞĮıȣıĲİΥ?ȜĮȚțĮȓʌİȡ ΥἐȢʌΥ?ȞĮΥὐĲȠΥὶ 
țĮΥὶ ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ΥἁȕȡȩĲȘĲȠȢ ʌȡȠțİȤȦȡȘțȩĲİȢ (Cass. Dio 39.37.2). While they ultimately 
aborted the idea, even the temptation to outlaw ĲȡȣĳȒ immediately marks it as an element 
that Romans considered to be contrary to their culture. 
 Roman identification with ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and disassociation with ĲȡȣĳȒ encapsulates both 
HOHPHQWVRI$VVPDQQ¶VGHILQLWLRQRIFXOWXUDOLGHQWLW\)LUVWWKH5RPDQVDUHPDQO\7KH\DUH
not Carthaginians, who lack manliness in spite of their naval technology. They are not soft 
like those from the east.25 Second, as we shall see below, their association with manliness and 
rejection of delicacy up through the Middle Republic is constantly held up as a prism through 
which they view themselves in the periods following. As they remember their ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and 
the rejection of its opposites during the Middle Republic, they make comparisons to their 
FXUUHQW VWDWHV 7KLV XVH RI PHPRU\ WKHQ FRPHV WR SOD\ D NH\ UROH LQ 'LR¶V DQDO\WLFDO
programme as he moves through later periods in Roman history. 
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 Among a number of elements that Dio combines in his early books to define Roman 
cultural identity, innate ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ, to which ĲȡȣĳȒ is foreign, maintains a significant station. In 
treating the periods that follow, Dio often assigns value to behaviors and qualities, or shows 
the Romans about which he writes to do so, based on assimilation to or rejection of this 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ-based cultural identity.26 
 
݃ȞįȡİȓĮ and ȉȡȣĳȒ in the Crisis of the Republic 
 
During the competition that characterised the period from 146 BCE until the Augustan 
settlement and in particular during the triumviral periods,27 'LR¶V VWDWHVPHQ GLVSOD\ DQ
awareness that appropriate Roman identity was tied closely with manliness and rejection of 
delicacy. The emphasis on moderation as identifier of Romanness would not have been 
VSHFLILF WR'LR¶VHistory. Here, as Christopher Burden-Strevens (2015b, 28±29; 2018) has 
DUJXHGRI'LR¶VDSSURDFKWR5HSXEOLFDQVSHHFKFRPSRVLWLRQ'LROLNHO\PDLQWDLQVUKHWRULFDO
and argumentative strategies of Republican oratory. Invective between Cicero and Antony 
may serve as an example.28 In his Second Philippic &LFHURDVVHUWV$QWRQ\¶VVWDWXVDVHQHP\
RIWKHVWDWHLQSDUWEHFDXVHRIWKHODWWHU¶VVH[XDODQGVXPSWXDU\LPPRGHUDWLRQ,WLVWKURXJK
his reckless consumption that Antony transforms his toga virilis into a toga muliebris and 
himself into Charybdis.29 For Dio, accusations of ĲȡȣĳȒ become a preferred method of 
capturing such invective against Antony.30 Among the complaints leveled against him by 
&LFHURLVWKHIRUPHU¶VXVHRI &DHVDU¶VPRQH\WRPDLQWDLQOX[XULRXVOLYLQJ&LFHURLQYHLJKV
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 Kemezis 2014, 107 notes that certain features of the Republican fragments are most interesting for the 
FRQWUDVWWKH\PDNHZLWK'LR¶VSRUWUDLWRIWKHODWHU5HSXEOLF$V,KRSHWKHILUVWVHFWLRQRIWKLVFKDSWHUVKRZVWKH
IUDJPHQWVDUHLQIDFWLQWHUHVWLQJLQWKHLURZQULJKW%XW.HPH]LV¶SRLQWLVVWLOOZHOO-WDNHQZHXQGHUVWDQG'LR¶V
presentation of the period of dynasteia, for example, much better because of the fragments that precede it. 
27
 See Lindholmer in this volume for a discussion of competition in the Early, Middle and Late Republic. 
28
 See Burden-Strevens 2015b, 58±70 for a survey and analysis of verbal and rhetorical parallels between 
&LFHUR¶VPhilippicae DQG'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHLQYHFWLYHVRI&LFHURDQG$QWRQ\DOVR%XUGHQ-Strevens 2018. 
See also Fischer 1870, 1±28; Gowing 1992, 96 n. 3, 119, 244. 
29
 Cic. Phil. 2.44, )RURWKHULQVWDQFHVRI$QWRQ\¶VODFNRIPRGHUDWLRQVHH&LFPhil. 2.45, 2.58, 2.63, 2.67, 
2.104±105. 
30
 The use of ĲȡȣĳȒ LQ'LR¶VUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRILQYHFWLYHDSSHDUVDVHDUO\DV)LQZKLFK)LPEULDDFFXVHV
Flaccus of ĲȡȣĳȒ in order to overthrow KLP5HHVKDVHYDOXDWHG'LR¶V³3KLOLSSLF´ZLWKDIRFXVQRWRQ





QRWVHL]HGLWSD\LQJDSDUWWRKLVFUHGLWRUVDQGVSHQGLQJDSDUWIRUGHOLFDF\"´ȠΥὐ ĲΥ? ȤȡȒȝĮĲĮ 
ĲΥ? țȠȚȞΥ? ĲΥ? țĮĲĮȜİȚĳșȑȞĲĮ Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȠΥ? ȀĮȓıĮȡȠȢ ΥἐʌȚȗȘĲΥ?ıĮȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἀʌȠįİΥ?ȟĮȚ țİȜİȣıșİΥὶȢ ΥἥȡʌĮțİ, 
țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įĮȞİȚıĲĮΥ?Ȣ ΥἀʌȠįȑįȦțİ ĲΥ? įΥὲ ΥἐȢ ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȟ țĮĲĮȞȐȜȦțİȞ; (Cass. Dio 45.24.1)). 
2FWDYLDQ IROORZV &LFHUR¶V VXLW LQ KLV KDUDQJXH SULRU WR $FWLXP31 SRLQWLQJ WR $QWRQ\¶V
delLFDF\ ³,I WKHVH WKLQJV KDSSHQHG ZKLFK \RX GR QRW EHOLHYH HYHQ ZKHQ \RX KHDU DERXW
them, and if that man in his luxurious indulgence does commit acts at which anyone would 
grieve who learns of them, how could you but rightly go past all bounds in your rage"´İΥ? 
ȖΥ?ȡ Υἃ ȝȘį¶ ΥἀțȠȪıĮȞĲİȢ ʌȚıĲİȪİĲİ, ĲĮΥ?Ĳ¶ ΥὄȞĲȦȢ ȖȓȖȞİĲĮȚ, țĮΥὶ Υἐĳ¶ȠΥἷȢ ȠΥὐț ΥἔıĲȚȞ ΥὅıĲȚȢ ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ 
ΥἀȜȖȒıİȚİ ȝĮșȫȞ, ĲĮΥ?Ĳ¶ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢ ʌȠȚİΥ? ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȟ, ʌΥ?Ȣ ȠΥὐț ΥἂȞ İΥ?țȩĲȦȢ Υ?ʌİȡȠȡȖȚıșİȓȘĲİ; (Cass. 
Dio 50.25.5)). Octavian continues his polemic, making explicit the contrast between 
manliness and delicacy, Roman and foreign (Cass. Dio 50.27.1, 3±4):32 
 
ȝȒĲ¶ȠΥ?Ȟ Υ?ȦȝĮΥ?ȠȞ İΥἶȞĮȓ ĲȚȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ȞȠȝȚȗȑĲȦ, ΥἀȜȜȐ ĲȚȞĮ ǹΥ?ȖȪʌĲȚȠȞ, ȝȒĲ¶ΥμȞĲȫȞȚȠȞ  
ΥὀȞȠȝĮȗȑĲȦ, ΥἀȜȜȐ ĲȚȞĮ ȈĮȡĮʌȓȦȞĮ·  ȝΥ? Υ?ʌĮĲȠȞ, ȝΥ? ĮΥὐĲȠțȡȐĲȠȡĮ ȖİȖȠȞȑȞĮȚ ʌȠĲΥὲ 
ΥἡȖİȓıșȦ, ΥἀȜȜΥ? ȖȣȝȞĮıȓĮȡȤȠȞ >«@İΥ? į¶ȠΥ?Ȟ ʌȠĲİ țĮΥὶ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ıΥ?Ȟ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȟ ıĲȡĮĲİȓĮȢ 
ΥἀȡİĲȒȞ ĲȚȞĮ ΥἔıȤİȞ, ΥἀȜȜ¶ İΥ? Υἴıș¶ ΥὅĲȚ ȞΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ?ıĮȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ĲȠΥ? ȕȓȠȣ ȝİĲĮȕȠȜΥ? 
įȚȑĳșĮȡțİȞ. ΥἀįȪȞĮĲȠȞ ȖȐȡ ΥἐıĲȚ ȕĮıȚȜȚțΥ?Ȣ Ĳȑ ĲȚȞĮ ĲȡȣĳΥ?ȞĲĮ țĮΥὶ ȖȣȞĮȚțİȓȦȢ 
șȡȣʌĲȩȝİȞȠȞ ΥἀȞįȡΥ?įȑȢ ĲȚ ĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥ?ȟĮȚ, įȚΥ? ĲΥὸ ʌΥ?ıĮȞ ΥἀȞȐȖțȘȞ İΥἶȞĮȚ, ȠΥἵȠȚȢ 
ΥἄȞ ĲȚȢ ΥἐʌȚĲȘįİȪȝĮıȚ ıȣȞΥ?, ĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȟȠȝȠȚȠΥ?ıșĮȚ. 
 
Therefore let no one count him a Roman, but an Egyptian, nor call him Antony, 
but rather Serapion; let no one think he was ever consul or imperator, but only a 
J\PQDVLDUFK >«@$QG HYHQ LI KH GLG DW RQH WLPH DWWDLQ WR VRPH YDORU WKURXJK
campaigning with us, be well assured that he has now spoiled it utterly by his 
changed manner of life. For it is impossible for one who leads a life of royal 
delicacy and enfeebles himself with womanly behavior to have a manly thought or 
deed, since it is an inevitable law that a man assimilates himself to practices of his 
daily life. 
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 See Gowing 1992, 121; Stekelenburg 1971, 99±106. 
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2FWDYLDQ¶V DWWDFN DJDLQVW$QWRny as foreign and non-5RPDQ KLQJHV FORVHO\ RQ WKH ODWWHU¶V
indulgence in delicacy and the impossibility of simultaneously maintaining a manly lifestyle. 
$QWRQ\¶VEHKDYLRUFRQWUDVWVZLWKWKH5RPDQFXOWXUDOLGHQWLW\WKDW'LRPDNHVH[SOLFLWLQWKH
early books. According to Octavian, Antony does not belong in Rome or as a Roman leader 
because he does not understand how to behave like a Roman. His indulgence in foreign 
ĲȡȣĳȒ spoils his Roman identity. 
 The target of these invectives was equally aware of the constitutional elements of 
Roman identity. In his funeral oration for Caesar, Antony made the same contrast between 
PDQOLQHVV DQG GHOLFDF\ LQ RUGHU WR LOOXVWUDWH &DHVDU¶V 5RPDQQHVV DQG GHIHQG KLP DJDLQVW
imputations of foreign softness. He summarisHV&DHVDU¶Vvictory over Pontus and Armenia as 
follows (Cass. Dio 44.46.2, 5): 
 
Υἀĳ¶ ΥὧȞʌİȡ ȠΥὐȤ ΥἥțȚıĲĮ įȚȑįİȚȟİȞ ΥὅĲȚ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ȤİȓȡȦȞ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ΥμȜİȟĮȞįȡİȓΥ?  ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠ, 
ȠΥὐį¶Υ?ʌΥὸ ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? ΥἐȞİȤȡȩȞȚıİ·  ʌΥ?Ȣ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἂȞ Υ?Υ?įȓȦȢ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞĮ ΥἔʌȡĮȟİ ȝΥ? ʌȠȜȜΥ? 
ȝΥὲȞ ʌĮȡĮıțİȣΥ? įȚĮȞȠȓĮȢ ʌȠȜȜΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ Υ?ȫȝΥ? ȤȡȫȝİȞȠȢ>«@țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞ 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓΥ? ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȜȜȠĳȪȜȠȣȢ țĮĲȘȖȦȞȓȗİĲȠ. 
 
This better than anything else showed that he had not become weaker in 
Alexandria and had not delayed there for the sake of delicacy; for how could he 




Through such speeches, Dio captures an historical and rhetorical climate in which political 
leaders attempted to stigmatise their rivals by imparting on them behaviors that were not 
Roman, while promoting themselves and their allies by highlighting Romanness. Yet Dio 
does so while maintaining a nuance that is his own: as the attacks leveled at Antony and the 
praise given to Caesar show, ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ stood out as a crucial element of Roman identity, ĲȡȣĳȒ 
DVLWVRSSRVLWH6XFKDGHILQLWLRQRI5RPDQLGHQWLW\UHOLHVKHDYLO\RQ'LR¶VWUHDWPHQWRIYLUWXH
in the early books. 
 





Continuity extends further, as the embodiment of ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ is a defining characteristic of a 
good Roman interacting with non-5RPDQV LQ 'LR¶V WUHDWPHQW RI WKH SULQFLSDWH 7KXV IRU
example, Dio describes Germanicus as most beautiful in body and noble in mind partly 
EHFDXVH³ZKLOHEHLQJPRVWPDQO\DJDLQVWWKHHQHP\KHFDUULHGKLPVHOIPRVWJHQWO\DWKRPH´
(ΥἔȢĲİĲΥὸ ʌȠȜȑȝȚȠȞΥἀȞįȡİȚȩĲĮĲȠȢΥὢȞΥἡȝİȡȫĲĮĲĮĲΥ? ȠΥ?țİȓΥ? ʌȡȠıİĳȑȡİĲȠ&DVV'LR
Other noble Romans follow suit: Corbulo resembles early Romans because of his ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ 
while in Parthia and Armenia (Cass. Dio 62.19.2), Trajan strikes fear in Decebalus of Dacia 
partly because of his ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ (Cass. Dio 68.6.2) and Pertinax displayed ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ when dealing 
with foreigners and rebels (Cass. Dio 75[74].5.6). 
 7KHUHLVKRZHYHUDOVRVRPHGLVFRQWLQXLW\LQ'LR¶VFRYHUDJHRI ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and ĲȡȣĳȒ. 
The first lies in the context in which these virtues and vices are presented. During the Crisis 
of the Republic, ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and ĲȡȣĳȒ often appear in speeches, primarily political invective. 
Perhaps due to the shifts in public debate that took place along with shifts in political 
V\VWHPV'LR¶VSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHVHYLUWXHVDQGYLFHVXQGHUWKHSULQFLSDWHDFFRUGLQJO\PRYHV
from reported oratory to his own narrative. 
 The second discontinuity lies in the use of contrasts when presenting ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and 
ĲȡȣĳȒ. To be sure, ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ continues to be a positive attribute, ĲȡȣĳȒ a negative one. But 
ĲȡȣĳȒ less frequently appears in the environment of cultural interactions and, in so, it loses 
some of its utility as signifier of cultural identity.33 To display ĲȡȣĳȒ is no longer to be non-
Roman, but simply to be morally bad. Thus, for example, within a context that lacks cultural 
LQWHUDFWLRQ9LWHOOLXVZKLOHLQ5RPH³DGGLFWHGWRGHOLFDF\DQGOLFentiousness, no longer cared 
IRU DQ\WKLQJ HOVH KXPDQ RU GLYLQH´ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ įΥὲ ĲΥ? Ĳİ ĲȡȣĳΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ΥἀıİȜȖİȓΥ? ʌȡȠıțİȓȝİȞȠȢ
ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ΥἔĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ ȠΥὔĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȦʌȓȞȦȞ ȠΥὔĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ șİȓȦȞ ΥἐĳȡȩȞĲȚȗİȞ &DVV 'LR
64[65].2.1)).34 Other bad rulers behave similarly, often in contexts that are isolated from 
foreigners: we find Caligula bringing trappings of ĲȡȣĳȒ to his faux battle on the Rhine 
(Cass. Dio 59.21.2), Agrippina behaving with excessive ĲȡȣĳȒ toward Claudius (Cass. Dio 
61[60].31.6), Nero delighting in ĲȡȣĳȒ without the resistance of Seneca and Burrus (Cass. 
Dio 61.4.2), Commodus collecting goods to expand his ĲȡȣĳȒ (Cass. Dio 74[73].5.5) and 
Macrinus beginning to live in ĲȡȣĳȒ once he becomes emperor (Cass. Dio 79[78].15.3). 
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 Roman expansion and cosmopolitanism, of course, changed the way cultures interacted by the imperial 
period. The ever-increasing multi-culturalism in the Mediterranean would make strict identity-formation on the 
basis of region or ethnicity, for example, nearly impossible. 
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 Over the course of the principate, ĲȡȣĳȒ, which was once foreign and could only be 
imported, transforms into an element that can just as easily be found within the city. 
0HDQZKLOH IRUH[DPSOH&RUEXOR¶VYLUWXHV²highlighted by his ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ²are not measured 
LQUHODWLRQWRIRUHLJQHUV¶²as may have occurrHGLQ'LR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKH3XQLF:DUV²but to 
HDUOLHU 5RPDQV¶ ³)RU KH ZDV VLPLODU WR WKH HDUO\ 5RPDQV QRW RQO\ EHFDXVH KH ZDV
distinguished in birth or strong in body, but also because he was skilled in intelligence and 
showed great manliness, justice and IDLWKIXOQHVVWRDOOERWKIULHQGVDQGHQHPLHV´ΥὅȝȠȚĮȖΥ?ȡ
įΥ? ĲȠΥ?ȢʌȡȫĲȠȚȢΥ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞȠΥὐȤΥὅĲȚĲΥ? ȖȑȞİȚȜĮȝʌȡΥὸȢΥἢ ĲΥ? ıȫȝĮĲȚΥ?ıȤȣȡȩȢΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȥȣȤΥ? 
ΥἀȡĲȓĳȡȦȞ ΥἦȞțĮΥὶ ʌȠȜΥ? ȝΥὲȞĲΥὸ ΥἀȞįȡİΥ?ȠȞʌȠȜΥ? įΥὲ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ įȓțĮȚȠȞĲȩĲİʌȚıĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȢʌȐȞĲĮȢțĮΥὶ 
ĲȠΥ?ȢȠΥ?țİȓȠȣȢțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜİȝȓȠȣȢİΥἶȤİȞ&DVV'LR. ,QDFFRUGDQFHZLWK$VVPDQQ¶V
suggestion, Roman cultural memory²here related through Dio²views cultural identity with 
an eye to its contemporary political world. Early Roman identity defined by manliness 
becomes releYDQW WR DQ LPSHULDO 5RPDQ EHFDXVH &RUEXOR¶V EHKDYLRU UHFDOOV WKDW RI KLV
ancestors. 
 
݃ȞįȡİȓĮ and ȉȡȣĳȒ under Caracalla 
 
By the time Dio reaches the contemporary books and his treatment of Caracalla in particular, 
a full shift in Roman cultural identity takes place, at least insofar as it is displayed by the 
emperor.35 The change in imperial cultural identity is posted explicitly in a passage from the 
Excerpta Valesiana (Cass. Dio 78[77].6.1a):36 
 
ĲȡȚıΥὶȞ ΥἔșȞİıȚȞ Υὁ ΥμȞĲȦȞΥ?ȞȠȢ ʌȡȠıȒțȦȞ ΥἦȞ, țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȝΥὲȞ ΥἀȖĮșΥ?Ȟ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ ĲΥὸ 
ʌĮȡȐʌĮȞ ĲΥ? įΥὲ įΥ? țĮțΥ? ʌȐȞĲĮ ıȣȜȜĮȕΥ?Ȟ ΥἐțĲȒıĮĲȠ, ĲΥ?Ȣ ȝΥὲȞ īĮȜĮĲȓĮȢ ĲΥὸ țȠΥ?ĳȠȞ 
țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ įİȚȜΥὸȞ țĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ șȡĮıȪ, ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥμĳȡȚțΥ?Ȣ  ĲΥὸ ĲȡĮȤΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἄȖȡȚȠȞ, ĲΥ?Ȣ ȈȣȡȓĮȢ, ΥὅșİȞ 
ʌȡΥὸȢ ȝȘĲȡΥὸȢ ΥἦȞ, ĲΥὸ ʌĮȞȠΥ?ȡȖȠȞ. 
 
Antoninus belonged to three races, and he possessed none of their virtues at all, 
but combined in himself all their vices; the fickleness and recklessness of Gaul 
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were his, the harshness and cruelty of Africa, and the craftiness of Syria, whence 
he was sprXQJRQKLVPRWKHU¶VVLGH 
 
Dio had established the fickleness of the Gauls and the savagery of the Numidians on 
numerous occasions in the early books, as explored above. Thus, when he writes here that 
Caracalla belongs to these various cultural groups, we have some expectations as to what 
behaviors will follow. 
 In addition to embracing all the worst parts of foreign identities, Caracalla rejects 
what was once a crucial and innate part of Roman identity²ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ. Cultural interactions 
with non-Romans reveal the absence of ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ rather than its presence among Romans. 
Thus, it is through the cultural interaction with the Germans that Caracalla is discovered to 
lack manliness.37 'LR LPSXWHV WKDW ³WKH *HUPDQLF QDWLRQV KRZHYHU DIIRUGHG KLP QHLWKHU
pleasure nor any claim to wisdom or manliness, but proved him to be a downright cheat, a 
VLPSOHWRQDQGDQXWWHUFRZDUG´ȠΥὐ ȝȑȞĲȠȚ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȀİȜĲȚțΥ? ΥἔșȞȘ ȠΥὔș¶ΥἡįȠȞΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὔĲİ ıȠĳȓĮȢ Υἢ 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮȢ ʌȡȠıʌȠȓȘıȓȞ ĲȚȞĮ ΥἤȞİȖțİȞ, ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ʌȐȞȣ țĮΥὶ ΥἀʌĮĲİΥ?ȞĮ țĮΥὶ İΥὐȒșȘ țĮΥὶ įİȚȜȩĲĮĲȠȞ 
ĮΥὐĲΥὸȞ ΥἐȟȒȜİȖȟİȞ ΥὄȞĲĮ (Cass. Dio 78[77].13.3)). 
 Failing to display ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ, Caracalla is instead guilty of exporting what was once 
imported²ĲȡȣĳȒ. His cultural interactions show him bringing delicacy to the east.38 Dio 
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 While luxury had in fact been brought by Romans elsewhere before, it was an imperialistic tool used to 
VRIWHQHQHPLHV7KHZHDNHQLQJRIWKH&LPEULLVDJRRGH[DPSOH³7KH&LPEULZKHQRQFHWKH\KDGKDOWHGORVW
much of their spirit and consequently became enfeebled and sluggish in both mind and body. The reason was 
that in place of their former outdoor life they lodged in houses, and instead of their former cold plunges they 
used warm baths; whereas they had been wont to eat raw meat, they now gorged themselves with richly spiced 
dishes and relishes of the country, and they steeped themselves, contrary to their custom, in wine and strong 
drink. These practices extinguished all their fiery spirit and enervated their bodies, so that they could no longer 
EHDUWRLOVRUKDUGVKLSVZKHWKHUKHDWRUFROGRUORVVRIVOHHS´ΥὅĲȚ ΥὡȢ ΥἅʌĮȟ ΥἐʌȑıȤȠȞ, ʌȠȜΥ? ĲȠΥ? șȣȝȠΥ? ȠΥ? ȀȓȝȕȡȠȚ 
ʌĮȡİȜȪșȘıĮȞ, țΥἀț ĲȠȪĲȠȣ țĮΥὶ ΥἀȝȕȜȪĲİȡȠȚ țĮΥὶ ΥἀıșİȞȑıĲİȡȠȚ țĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?Ȣ ȥȣȤĮΥ?Ȣ țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ıȫȝĮıȚȞ ΥἐȖȑȞȠȞĲȠ. ĮΥἴĲȚȠȞ 
įΥὲ ΥὅĲȚ ΥἕȞ Ĳİ ȠΥ?țȓĮȚȢ Υἐț ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȩıșİȞ Υ?ʌĮȚșȡȓȠȣ įȚĮȓĲȘȢ țĮĲȑȜȣȠȞ, țĮΥὶ ȜȠȣĲȡȠΥ?Ȣ șİȡȝȠΥ?Ȣ ΥἀȞĲΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȩıșİȞ 
ȥȣȤȡȠȜȠȣıȓĮȢ ΥἐȤȡΥ?ȞĲȠ, țĮȡȣțİȓĮȢ Ĳİ țĮΥὶ ΥἡįȣıȝȐĲȦȞ ΥἐʌȚȤȦȡȓȦȞ įȚİʌȓȝʌȜĮȞĲȠ, țȡȑĮ ʌȡȩĲİȡȠȞ Υ?ȝΥ? ıȚĲȠȪȝİȞȠȚ, 
țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȠΥἴȞΥ? ĲΥ? Ĳİ ȝȑșΥ? țĮĲĮțȠȡİΥ�Ἅ ʌĮȡΥ? ĲΥὸ ΥἔșȠȢ ΥἐȖȓȖȞȠȞĲȠ. ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ȖΥ?ȡ Ĳȩ Ĳİ șȣȝȠİȚįΥὲȢ ĮΥὐĲΥ?Ȟ ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȟȑțȠȥİ țĮΥὶ 
ĲΥ? ıȫȝĮĲĮ ΥἐșȒȜȣȞİȞ, Υ?ıĲİ ȝȒĲİ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȩȞȠȣȢ ΥἔĲȚ ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲĮȜĮȚʌȦȡȓĮȢ, ȝΥ? țĮΥ?ȝĮ, ȝΥ? ȥΥ?ȤȠȢ, ȝΥ? ΥἀȖȡȣʌȞȓĮȞ, 
ĳȑȡİȚȞ (Cass. Dio F 94.2)). Caracalla, conversely, exports ĲȡȣĳȒ for his own pleasure; and its effects, as 




reports that in addition to mercilessness in gladiatorial games, Caracalla indulged in 
delicacies at Antioch to such an extent that he reached what may be the epitome of evil in 
'LR¶VHVWLPDWLRQ²disregarding the senate (Cass. Dio 78[77].20.1): 
 
țĮΥὶ ȝȑȞĲȠȚĲȠȚĮΥ?ĲĮʌȠȚΥ?ȞțĮΥὶ ΥἐȞĲΥ? ΥμȞĲȚȠȤİȓΥ?  ĲȡȣĳΥ?ȞΥ?ıĲİțĮΥὶ ĲΥὸ ȖȑȞİȚȠȞʌȐȞȣ
ȥȚȜȓȗİıșĮȚĮΥὐĲȩȢĲİΥ?įȪȡİĲȠΥὡȢΥἐȞȝİȖȐȜȠȚȢįȒĲȚıȚțĮΥὶ ʌȩȞȠȚȢțĮΥὶ țȚȞįȪȞȠȚȢΥ?Ȟ
țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ȖİȡȠȣıȓΥ? ΥἐʌİĲȓȝĮĲȐĲİΥἄȜȜĮΥ?ıĲȦȞİȪİȚȞıĳΥ?ȢȜȑȖȦȞțĮΥὶ ȝȒĲİıȣȞȚȑȞĮȚ
ʌȡȠșȪȝȦȢȝȒĲİțĮĲΥ? ΥἄȞįȡĮĲΥ?ȞȖȞȫȝȘȞįȚįȩȞĮȚțĮΥὶ ĲȑȜȠȢΥἔȖȡĮȥİȞΥὅĲȚ³ȠΥἶįĮȝΥὲȞ
ΥὅĲȚȠΥὐțΥἀȡȑıțİȚĲΥ? ΥἐȝΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?ȞįȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠȝȑȞĲȠȚțĮΥὶ ΥὅʌȜĮțĮΥὶ ıĲȡĮĲȚȫĲĮȢΥἔȤȦΥἵȞĮ
ȝȘįΥὲȞĲΥ?ȞȜȠȖȠʌȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȦȞΥἐʌȚıĲȡȑĳȦȝĮȚ´ 
 
Nevertheless, while he was thus occupied and was indulging in luxurious living at 
Antioch, even to the point of keeping his chin wholly bare, he not only bewailed 
his own lot, as if he were in the midst of some great hardships and dangers, but he 
also found fault with the senate, declaring that in addition to being slothful in 
other respects they did not assemble with any eagerness and did not give their 
YRWHV LQGLYLGXDOO\$QG LQ FRQFOXVLRQKHZURWH ³,NQRZ WKDWP\EHKDYLRUGRHV
not please you; but that is the very reason that I have arms and soldiers, so that I 
PD\GLVUHJDUGZKDWLVVDLGDERXWPH´ 
 
While in Syria and Mesopotamia, Caracalla took up foreign dress, from which he earned his 
nickname, and thereby abandoned one of the symbols of Roman identity as shown in the 
early books of the History both by the appropriate dress of the envoys to Tarentum and by the 
transgression of Scipio (Cass. Dio 79[78].3.3). Furthermore, he indulged his soldiers in such 
delicacy that they became ineffectual (Cass. Dio 79[78].3.4±5): 
 
ĮΥὐĲȩȞ Ĳİ ȠΥ?Ȟ ĲȠȚȠΥ?ĲȠȞ ȠΥ? ȕȐȡȕĮȡȠȚ ΥὁȡΥ?ȞĲİȢ ΥὄȞĲĮ, țĮΥὶ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣȢ ʌȠȜȜȠΥ?Ȣ ȝΥὲȞ 
ΥἀțȠȪȠȞĲİȢ İΥἶȞĮȚ, Υἐț įΥὲ įΥ? ĲΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȠĲȑȡĮȢ ĲȡȣĳΥ?Ȣ (ĲȐ Ĳİ ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἄȜȜĮ țĮΥὶ ΥἐȞ ȠΥ?țȓĮȚȢ 
ΥἐȤİȓȝĮȗȠȞ, ʌȐȞĲĮ ĲΥ? ĲΥ?Ȟ ȟİȞȠįȠțȠȪȞĲȦȞ ıĳΥ?Ȣ ΥὡȢ țĮΥὶ ΥἴįȚĮ ΥἀȞĮȜȓıțȠȞĲİȢ) țĮΥὶ Υἐț 
ĲΥ?Ȟ ʌȩȞȦȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ Ĳİ ĲĮȜĮȚʌȦȡȓĮȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ ĲȩĲİ ĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌĮȡȠȪıȘȢ ȠΥ?ĲȦ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ? ıȫȝĮĲĮ 
ĲİĲȡȣȤȦȝȑȞȠȣȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȥȣȤΥ?Ȣ ĲİĲĮʌİȚȞȦȝȑȞȠȣȢ Υ?ıĲİ ȝȘįΥὲȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȜȘȝȝȐĲȦȞ ΥἔĲȚ, Υἃ 





The barbarians now saw what sort of person he was and heard that his troops, 
though numerous, had in consequence of previous delicacy (among other things 
they had been passing winter in houses and using up everything belonging to their 
hosts as if it were their own) and of their toils and present hardships, become so 
exhausted in body and so dejected in mind that they no longer cared at all about 
the donatives which they were constantly receiving in large amounts from 
Antoninus. 
 
The Romans here, like the Cimbri in the early books, lose their cultural identity in exchange 
for delicate living. Caracalla and his soldiers are identified by barbarians as living in a state of 
ĲȡȣĳȒ that would have been unimaginable to a Roman prior to 187 BCE. The moral descent 
runs a full course throughout the History, culminating with a bit of Dionian autobiography, as 
it was this type of soft living among the soldiers that led the Pannonian legions, so says Dio, 
to complain of his own command (Cass. Dio 80.4.1):39 
 
ĲȠıĮȪĲΥ? ȖΥ?ȡ ΥἅȝĮ ĲȡȣĳΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȟȠȣıȓΥ? ΥἀȞİʌȚʌȜȘȟȓΥ? Ĳİ ȤȡΥ?ȞĲĮȚ Υ?ıĲİ ĲȠȜȝΥ?ıĮȚ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ 
ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȂİıȠʌȠĲĮȝȓΥ? ĲΥὸȞ ΥἄȡȤȠȞĲĮ ıĳΥ?Ȟ ĭȜȐȠȣȚȠȞ ΥАȡĮțȜȑȦȞĮ ΥἀʌȠțĲİΥ?ȞĮȚ, țĮΥὶ 
ĲȠΥ?Ȣ įȠȡȣĳȩȡȠȣȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ? ȅΥὐȜʌȚĮȞΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐȝΥὲ ĮΥ?ĲȚȐıșĮȚ ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȞ ĲΥ? ȆĮȞȞȠȞȓΥ? 
ıĲȡĮĲȚȦĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȖțȡĮĲΥ?Ȣ ΥἦȡȟĮ, țĮΥὶ ΥἐȟĮȚĲΥ?ıĮȚ. 
 
They indulge in such delicacy, license and lack of discipline, that those in 
Mesopotamia even dared to kill their commander, Flavius Heracleo, and the 
Praetorians complained of me to Ulpian, because I ruled the soldiers in Pannonia 
with a strong hand; and they demanded my surrender. 
 
$VPLJKWEHJOHDQHGIURP'LR¶VDXWRELRJUDSKLFDO LQVHUWLRQGXULQJWKHODWHU6HYHUDQSHULRG
&DUDFDOOD¶VDFTXLVLWLRQDQGGLVSOD\RIĲȡȣĳȒ marks another shift in Roman history that lasted 
beyond his reign.40 7KH HPSHURUV¶ LQDELOLW\ WR HPERG\ SURSHU 5RPDQ YLUWXH DIIHFWV WKH
government more widely. He does not just export ĲȡȣĳȒ to the east, but he infects his own 
soldiers with it, making it impossible for Romans like Dio to expect ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ of them. What in 








prior periods had been an individual problem of embodying the characteristics that were 




As cultural interactions in the early books indicate, ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ was once a quality innate to 
Rome and exported outward, while ĲȡȣĳȒ was once foreign and had to be imported. In the 
Late Republic, as individuals frequently came to represent Roman culture as a whole, rivals 
were quick to point out those who were either importing or traveling in search of ĲȡȣĳȒ. In 
the imperial period, good political leaders embodied ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ and rejected ĲȡȣĳȒ²both of 
which had become equally available in and out of the city. By the third century, a full shift 
from the early and mid-Republic occurs: ĲȡȣĳȒ is exported by the Roman emperor and no 
manliness is innate in him. 
 The changes in Roman cultural identity as illustrated by the changes in ĲȡȣĳȒ and 
ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ may simply be historical, Dio reporting them without further motivation. More 
likely, Dio intentionally underscores an ongoing shift in Roman cultural identity: a single 
vicious imperial representative who lacks essential characteristics of Roman identity 
threatens what was once a collective embodiment of manliness and rejection of delicate 
living. As Adam Kemezis (2014, 148±149) has shown, Dio confronts Romanness in his time 
by recognising multiple stages and changes amidst a number of key constants. In the face of 
Caracallan attempts to change the definition of Roman identity, ³'LR¶V ILQDO DQVZHU LV WR
SUHVHQWDVDQDOWHUQDWLYHQRQHRWKHUWKDQKLPVHOI>«@+LVPRGHORIFKDQJLQJ5RPDQQHVVDV
represented by the growing appropriation and adaptation of older senatorial traditions by new 
generations of provincial elites is an important glimpse into the distinctive mind-set of a 
VHQDWRULDO DULVWRFUDF\´ 9LUWXHV VXFK DV ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ or rejection of ĲȡȣĳȒ, clearly missing in 
5RPH¶V OHDGHU DQG IDGLQJ IURP 5RPDQ LGHQWLW\ PLJKW QRW EH WRWDOO\ ORVW ,I 5RPDQV
remember their early history and, with it, the significance of the aristocratic collective, 
appropriate Roman identity could be reclaimed. 
 :KDWHYHU'LR¶VSHUVRQDOPRWLYDWLRQVPD\KDYHEHHQWKHVKLIWLQWKHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI
cultural interactions and identities over the course of the History reveals historiographical 
unity. Particular virtues and vices that are best displayed while interacting with others serve 
DV EDURPHWHUV WKURXJKRXW 5RPH¶V KLVWRU\ 5RPDQ ΥἀȞįȡİȓĮ or ĲȡȣĳȒ may change, but 




selection, display and interpretation of such virtues and vices in the early books, the cultural 
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DEFINING THE GOOD RULER: EARLY KINGS AS PROTO-IMPERIAL 




Cassius Dio is rarely used as a source for historical knowledge about early Roman kingship. 
The relevant part of his work, counted as books 1 and 2 of his altogether 80 books on Roman 
history, has come down to us only in fragments and epitomes. Scholars usually prefer 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Livy as sources, and they do so with good reasons: their 
accounts of the Roman kings are fully preserved and were composed more than 200 years 
HDUOLHUWKDQWKDWRI&DVVLXV'LR%XWQHLWKHU'LRQ\VLXVQRU/LY\SURYLGHVXVZLWKµWUXHIDFWV¶
about the beginning of Roman history.1 It has been convincingly shown that the versions of 
the past presented by these two Augustan writers are determined by their own present.2 While 
Dionysius creates an idealising account of the Regal Period, in which all the Roman (i.e. 
Greek) virtues are there from the beginning,3 Livy depicts a time that is not uniquely virtuous 
and the process that converts the people into responsible citizens.4 Different as these literary 
narratives may be, they both fulfil an important role at the beginning of each work: Dionysius 
describes the (Greek) basis of virtuous Roman behaviour, whereas Livy creates a starting 
point for the development of Roman liberty towards the Republic. By contrast, the function of 
'LR¶VOLWHUDU\DFFRXQWRIWKH5RPDQNLQJVKDVQRW\HWEHHQDQDO\VHG 
 This chapter DUJXHV WKDW &DVVLXV 'LR¶V GHSLFWLRQ RI WKH 5egal Period of Rome is 
OLNHZLVH LQIRUPHGE\ WKH DXWKRU¶VRZQ WLPHEXW WKDW LWV SXUSRVH LV IXQGDPHQWDOO\GLIIHUHQW
                                                          
*
 All fragments cited in this article refer to Cassius Dio. I have used the edition of Boissevain 1895±1901 for 
=RQDUDV DVZHOO DV'LR7UDQVODWLRQV DQG SDUDSKUDVHV RI WH[W SDVVDJHV IROORZ&DU\¶V/RHE WUDQVODWLRQ 4±
)RU=RQDUDV¶HSLWRPHRI'LRFI0LOODU2±3; Simons 2009, 25±32; Fromentin 2013 (focusing on the 
preface); Mallan 2014, 760±761; for %\]DQWLQHH[FHUSWVRI'LR¶VUHJDOSHULRGFI0DOODQLQWKLVYROXPH 
1
 Cf. e.g. Forsythe 2005, 78±79, who compares the ancient literary tradition concerning the early kings with 
Hollywood movies. 
2
 See Fox 1996. 
3
 See esp. Fox 1996, 49, 94±95, 139. 
4
 See esp. Fox 1996, 83, 97, 139. 
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from Livy and Dionysius.5 Cassius Dio is a senator in the early third century AD, who 
considers monarchy as the best form of government possible,6 and who evaluates emperors 
based on the way they fulfil their political role. His identity as a senator determines his view 
on history and on political rulers.7 The most important aspect for Cassius Dio for deciding 
whether a monarch was good or bad is his relationship with the senate. The following analysis 
will show that in his portrayals of the Roman kings and their age, Cassius Dio foreshadows 
(contemporary) emperors and the political issues of Severan times. He does, of course, make 
use of sources, but he selects and shapes them so as to fit his own purposes.8 The main 
approach of this analysis will hence not be to compare details in Cassius Dio to the versions 
of Livy and Dionysius, but to understand why narratives about the Roman kings, taken from 
sources and adapted to his narrative, were important and relevant for a senator in the early 
third century.  
 Starting from general observations about the unity of the Roman History, we will see 
that its very beginning forms an integral part of the work as a whole and that Dio did not just 
include it for the sake of completeness (§1). More specifically, we can compare Roman kings 
and emperors with regard to structural similarities of their reign, namely their forms of 
representation, the role of women at court, and genealogies and typologies created in the text 
(§2). Most importantly, we will find the literary and political discourse about the good and 
bad monarch, which prevailed in the second and third centuries under Marcus Aurelius, 
Commodus, and the Severans,9 IRUHVKDGRZHGLQ'LR¶V depiction of Roman kingship (§3). We 
                                                          
5
 For contemporary history as focal SRLQWIRU'LR¶VRoman History in general cf. Bleicken 1962, 445±446, 450, 
454; Flach 1973, 133±134; Gowing 1992, 293±294; Gowing 1997, 2560; Reinhold 1988, 14±15; Hose 2007, 
465±467. 
6
 )RU 'LR¶V DWWLWXGH WRZDUGV PRQDUFK\ VHH )ODFK   $PHOLQJ  9±2482; and the overview 
provided by Simons 2009, 10±12.  
7
 )RU'LR¶V VHQDWRULDO VHOI-FRQVFLRXVQHVVRU µHWKRV¶ FIFlach 1973, 141±142; Gowing 1992, 19±32; Kemezis 
2012, 388; Kemezis 2014, 149; Burden-Strevens 2015, 290±RQ'LR¶V³FRQVXODUYRLFH´WKURXJKRXWKLVZRUN 
8
 For Quellenforschung on Cassius Dio cf. Schwartz 1899/1957, 394±446; Millar 1964, 34±38; Martinelli 1999, 
25±30; Simons 2009, 5±RQ'LR¶VGHSHQGHQFHRQ/LY\FI0allan 2014, 759±760 with further references.  
9
 The exact time of compRVLWLRQRI'LR¶VRoman History is debated; cf. the overview in Kemezis 2014, 282±
293. Even if we follow the early dating (ca. 194±223), Dio may have revised the books that he had written earlier 
for publication, which may explain possible allusions to later emperors such as Elagabalus and Severus 
Alexander in his early books. However, I will confine this analysis almost completely to parallels between 
Roman kings and emperors not later than Caracalla.  
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ZLOO ILQDOO\ VHH WKDW WKH JXLGLQJ OLQH IRU 'LR¶V YHUVLRQV RI ERWK NLQJV DQG HPSHURUV Ls his 
senatorial perspective (§4). 
 
µ7KH5RPDQ+LVWRU\¶ Unity and Continuity 
 
The depiction of the early kings in Cassius Dio forms part of an extensive work that is meant 
as a unity. This unity is supported by presenting both history and humanity as continuous or 
constant. There are two aspects in particular of the narrative that interconnect the almost 1000 
years presented in 80 books and support its connective structure: first, Cassius Dio constructs 
continuity between past and present; second, he has certain ideas of human character in 
general,  which he applies to explain human behaviour in every epoch, which is portrayed in 
the universalising language of human nature. 
 $OWKRXJKZHKDYHRQO\DIHZIUDJPHQWVRI&DVVLXV'LR¶VERRNVRQWKH5HJDO3HULRG
they do allow us to realise that he emphasised the unity of his work from its beginning. Dio 
underlines the continuum from the beginning of his depiction to his own times by referring 
explicitly to four elements of the narrative, namely place, people, topic, and time. Explaining 
when and where his narrative begins, Dio states that he chose the onward point from which he 




that Dio discusses at the beginning of his work is also his land and the land of his readers, 
who are indirectly addressed in the ILUVWSHUVRQSOXUDORIțĮĲȠȚțȠΥ?ȝİȞ,WLVWKHODQGRIWKHFLW\
RI5RPH7KHWRSLFRIWKHZRUNLVWKHKLVWRU\RILWVLQKDELWDQWVWKH5RPDQVĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡĲΥ?Ȟ
Υ?ȦȝĮȓȦȞʌȐȞĲĮ'LRDQQRXQFHVWKDWKHZLOOUHFRXQWWKLQJVWKDWGRQRWIDOOZLWKLQWKLVIRFXV
only iI WKH\KDYHDEHDULQJRQ WKH5RPDQV¶DIIDLUV ĲΥ?ȞįΥὲ įΥ? ȜȠȚʌΥ?ȞĲΥ? ʌȡȩıĳȠȡĮĮΥὐĲȠΥ?Ȣ
ȝȩȞĮȖİȖȡȐȥİĲĮȚ)0RUHSUHFLVHO\'LRZDQWVWRZULWHDERXWHYHU\WKLQJWKH5RPDQVGLG
LQ SHDFH DQG ZDU WKDW LV ZRUWK UHPHPEHULQJ ʌȐȞș¶ ΥὅıĮ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ Υ?ȦȝĮȓȠȚȢ țĮΥὶ İΥ?ȡȘȞȠΥ?ıȚ țĮΥὶ 
ʌȠȜİȝȠΥ?ıȚ ΥἀȟȓȦȢȝȞȒȝȘȢ ΥἐʌȡȐȤșȘ )  DQG KH JLYHV D FOHDU GHILQLWLRQ RI KLVUHDGHUVKLS
which is presented as consisting of every Roman and non-Roman who does not want to miss 
any of the essential facts (Υ?ıĲİ ȝȘįΥὲȞ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞĮȖțĮȓȦȞ ȝȒĲİ ΥἐțİȓȞȦȞ ĲȚȞΥ? ȝȒĲİ ĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἄȜȜȦȞ
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ʌȠșΥ?ıĮȚ ) 10 If we take these statements presented at the very beginning of his work 
seriously, the portrayal of early kingship is to be understood as an integral part of the Roman 
History: its narrative is about the same place, Rome, and the same people, Romans, as in 
'LR¶VWLPHV+HREYLRXVO\FRQVLGHUHGWKLVHDUO\SHULRGRI5RPHDVZRUWKUHPHPEHULQJIRUKLV
contemporaries. 
 The continuity and coherence of time is underlined in the narrative by explicitly 
mentioning earlier and later events. Cassius Dio applies such analeptic and proleptic 
references throughout his work,11 and his early books are no exception. So Dio points out that 
Numa was said to have been born on the day that Rome was founded (ΥἐȞĲΥ? ĮΥὐĲΥ? ΥἡȝȑȡΥ? ΥἐȞΥ? 
Υἡ Υ?ȫȝȘΥἐțĲȓıșȘȖİȖİȞȞΥ?ıșĮȚ)+HDSSOLHVKLVJHQHUDOLQWHUHVWLQDHWLRORJLHVDOVRLQKLV
early books, in which he touches upon the origin of the name of the river Tiber (Zonar. 7.1.7), 
of the name of the comitium (F 5.7), of the name of the month January (F 6.7), the punishment 
of the Vestal Virgins (Zonar. 7.8.11±12), the punishment for patricide (Zonar. 7.11.4), and the 
name of the Capitol (Zonar. $QG'LR¶VLGHDRIWKHFRQWLQXLW\RIWLPHGRHVQRWVWRSDW
his own time. He even prophesies that the Romans can in future only lose their power if they 
are brought low by their own contentions (ΥὅĲȚȠΥὐț ΥἔıĲȚȞ ΥὅʌȦȢ ΥἄȜȜȦȢİΥἴĲ¶ȠΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȢįȣȞȐȝİȦȢ
İΥἴĲ¶ȠΥ?ȞĲΥ?ȢΥἀȡȤΥ?ȢıĲİȡȘșİΥ?İȞİΥ? ȝΥ? įȚ¶ΥἀȜȜȒȜȦȞıĳĮȜİΥ?İȞ) 
 The second narrative element that helps to create unity in a work of 80 books is 
&DVVLXV'LR¶VYLHZRIKXPDQQDWXUH D7KXF\GLGHDQ VXEVWUDWH12 Throughout the work, Dio 
inserts general statements about the human character to explain behaviour. In the early books, 
we immediately learn a lot about the consequences of his views on human nature for the 
workings of communities. Humans, so Dio, do by nature not want to be ruled by what is like 
WKHPDQGIDPLOLDUWRWKHPSDUWO\EHFDXVHWKH\DUHMHDORXVSDUWO\EHFDXVHRIFRQWHPSWȠΥ?ĲȦ
ʌȠȣĳȪıİȚʌΥ?ȞĲΥὸ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȚȞȠȞȠΥὐ ĳȑȡİȚʌȡȩȢ ĲİĲȠΥ? ΥὁȝȠȓȠȣțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ? ıȣȞȒșȠȣȢĲΥ? ȝΥὲȞĳșȩȞΥ? 
ĲΥ? įΥὲ țĮĲĮĳȡȠȞȒıİȚĮΥὐĲȠΥ?, ΥἀȡȤȩȝİȞȠȞ)+HSXWV WKHVDPH LGHDGLIIHUHQWO\ZKHQKH
                                                          
10
 In this passage, Dio clearly aims at a broad readership. There is, however, a vital debate on his readership: 
senators and (contemporary and later) emperors are mentioned as envisaged addressees e.g. by Fechner 1986, 
247, 250; Gowing 1992, 292±293; Ameling 1997, 2491±2493; Hose 2007, 466. Another group of addressees is 
proposed by Wirth and Aalders: according to Wirth 1985, 13 the Roman History is meant primarily for the 
educated Roman population living far away from the capital of Rome; Aalders 1986, 290±291, 302, thinks of 
well-educated Greeks in the imperial cities.  
11
 See for example the reference to Julius Caesar and his dictatorship in Zonaras 7.13.14, or to the triumph and 
its developments in Zonaras 7.21.4±10. 
12
 &I'LR¶V YLHZ RI KXPDQ QDWXUH LQ ) 2± )RU 7KXF\GLGHV DV'LR¶VPRGHO VHH )ODFK  0±131; 
Aalders 1986, 291±292; Lintott 1997, 2499±2500; Swan 1997, 2525. 
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says that it is the inherent disposition of human beings to quarrel with equals and to desire to 
rule others (ΥἐțĲΥ?ȢΥἐȝĳȪĲȠȣĲȠΥ?ȢΥἀȞșȡȫʌȠȚȢʌȡȩȢĲİĲΥὸ ΥὅȝȠȚȠȞĳȚȜȠȞİȚțȓĮȢțĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢĲΥὸ ΥἄȡȤİȚȞ
ΥἑĲȑȡȦȞΥἐʌȚșȣȝȓĮȢ):KDWLVPRUH'LRFRQVLGHUVLWQDWXUDOIRUWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHKXPDQ
race to quarrel with an opposing force even beyond what is to its own advantage (ΥὅĲȚ ΥἔȠȚțİ ĲΥὸ 
ʌȜİΥ?ıĲȠȞ ĲȠΥ? ΥἀȞșȡȦʌȓȞȠȣ ʌȡΥὸȢ ȝΥὲȞ ĲΥὸ ΥἀȞșȚıĲȐȝİȞȠȞ țĮΥὶ ʌĮȡΥ? ĲΥὸ ıȣȝĳȑȡȠȞ ĳȚȜȠȞİȚțİΥ?Ȟ, F 
20.4).  
 
Monarchs Now and Then 
 
Apart from these general narrative elements of unity and continuity, there are several motifs 
that suggest connections between the portrayals of the early kings and later, contemporary 
emperors.13 6XFK PRWLIV IHDWXUH DOVR LQ 'LRQ\VLXV¶ DQG /LY\¶V DFFRXQWV %XW WKH\ KDYH D
GLIIHUHQW PHDQLQJ IRU WKH 6HYHUDQ DXGLHQFH 8QOLNH 'LRQ\VLXV¶ DQG /LY\¶V UHDGHUV 'LR¶V
readers looked back at 200 years of Roman emperors. Cassius Dio lived and wrote in a time 
in which the role of the emperor had to be negotiated again. After the relatively quiet reign of 
the Antonines, there were again stronger tensions between the Severan emperors and the 
senators, who had different concepts of the ideal emperor.14 The first period in which Rome 
was ruled by monarchs, the Regal Period, was thus loaded with a new meaning at the 
beginning of the third century. It was now not only the beginning of Roman history, but also a 
period that was directly comparable to the previous two centuries. The surviving text on the 
Regal Period includes some passages in which Dio appears to allude to individual 
contemporary emperors by constructing direct parallels, to which I will turn later. First, we 
can look at general structural feaWXUHVRI6HYHUDQUXOHWKDWDOUHDG\DSSHDULQ'LR¶VGHSLFWLRQRI
early Roman kingship, and not only from his depiction of the Principate onwards: forms of 
imperial representation, the role of women at court, and the construction of genealogies and 
typologies. 
 Generally speaking, a Roman monarch needs to fulfil his tasks and to present himself 
and his reign in different areas of representation. For the Roman emperor, such fields of 
imperial representation are mainly military victories, building endeavours, the organisation of 
                                                          
13
 &I0DOODQHVSZKRPHQWLRQVWKHPRQDUFKV¶  ³LQWHUDFWLRQZLWKH[WHUQDOHQHPLHV«5RPDQVXE-
JURXSV«DQGUR\DOZRPHQ´DVWRSLFIRUERWKNLQJVDQGHPSHURUVLQ'LR 
14
 Cf. Hose 2011, 123±124. For the new critical discourse about the past under the Severans cf. also Kemezis 
2014, esp. 30±89. 
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entertainment (spectacles, games, and feasts), and expressions of sacrality or divinity.15 The 
media in which this representation is enacted are statues, coins, buildings, inscriptions, 
panegyrical literature, and also historiography. These media differ with regard to how much 
they are influenced by the emperor, and historiography is certainly the most critical one. 
Cassius Dio depicts Roman emperors in their fields of representation and evaluates them 
accordingly. When we look at the Roman kings from this perspective, we will see that Dio 
also portrayed them fulfilling their roles in these fields of representation and he evaluated 
them accordingly.  
 To give some examples, military success is an important field of representation for 
'LR¶VHPSHrors as well as for Romulus and Tullus Hostilius (Zonar. 7.6.1). Servius Tullius is 
said to have conducted a few wars, in the course of which nothing was done worthy of record 
(Zonar. 7.9.10); a temple for Diana in Rome is mentioned for him too (Zonar. 7.9.11). The 
building of a temple on Mons Tarpeius by Tarquinius Superbus has negative connotations as 
the king is said to have waged war against the inhabitants of Ardea because he needed money 
for it, an action which leads to his being driven out of his kingdom (Zonar. 7.11.9). Similarly, 
1HUR¶VPHWKRGVWRJDLQPRQH\IRUKLVEXLOGLQJVDUHODWHUDVVRFLDWHGZLWKPXUGHU>@1±
2).  The depiction of the relationship between kings and the divine is a further literary device 
that creates a certain character image of them. Tullus Hostilius does not revere the gods and 
even absolutely despises and neglects to worship them. Only when he falls sick during a 
SHVWLOHQFHGRHVKHKROGWKHJRGVLQWKHKLJKHVWUHJDUG))RU'LR¶V5RPXOXVDQG1XPD
what other people think about their relationship with the gods seems especially important. 
2XWVLGHWULEHVWKLQNWKDWWKH\ZHUHERWKSURYLGHGIRUWKHPZLWKWKHDLGRIDJRGțĮΥὶ ΥἐțİΥ?ȞȠȢ
ȠΥὐț ΥἀșİİȓıĳȚıȚ Υἐȟ ΥἴıȠȣĲΥ? Υ?ȦȝȪȜΥ? Υ?ʌȐȡȟĮȚ ΥἔįȠȟİȞ)7KHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHNLQg 
KLPVHOIDVDJRGGXULQJKLVOLIHWLPHLVDVFULEHGWR'LR¶V$PXOLXV1XPLWRU¶VEURWKHU=RQDU 
7.1.8). He even answers real thunder with artificial thunder, lightning with lightning, and 




 Other elements of imperial representation are the organisation of the calendar and 
clothing. Emperors are criticised for re-naming the months of the year (see e.g. Commodus in 
73[72].15.3), and also for inappropriate clothing (see. e.g. Elagabalus in 80[79].11.2). In his 
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 In my definition of µUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶,IROORZ:HEHU	Zimmermann 2003, 33±40, and Bönisch-Meyer et al. 




placed January at the beginning of the year (Zonar.  'LR¶V 5RPXOXV KRZHYHU LV
characterised negatively through his eccentric dress. He not only has a crown and a sceptre 
with an eagle on the top, but also wears a white cloak striped with purple from the shoulders 
to the feet, as well as red shoes (F 6.1a). 
 Besides the forms of representation of the monarch himself, an important element in 
the portrayal of a reign is the role of imperial women. In the third century, we may expect a 
contemporary reader who is prepared to read about royal female family members without too 
much surprise. In the Severan dynasty, two women play a crucial political part16: Julia Domna 
is the wife of Septimius Severus and the mother of Caracalla and Geta, who tried to mediate 
EHWZHHQ KHU WZR DQWDJRQLVLQJ VRQV DQGZKRZDV&DUDFDOOD¶V FRXQVHOORU GXULQJ KLV UHLJQ17 
after the reign of the usurper Macrinus it is her sister Julia Maesa who promotes first 
Elagabalus and then Alexander Severus, both of them her grandsons. So even if Dio did not 
invent new narratives about the women surrounding the Roman kings, the reader is invited to 
compare their central function with the function of later mothers and wives of emperors. In 
his depiction of the family of the Tarquins, two stand out: Tanaquil, wife of Lucius Tarquinius 
Priscus as well as mother-in-law and promoter of Servius Tullius; and Tullia, daughter of 
Servius Tullius and wife of Tarquinius Superbus. Both of them want to have their share of 
power and make sure that the next king is the one they favour. After the death of her husband, 
Lucius Tarquinius Priscus, Tanaquil cooperates with Servius Tullius (Zonar. 7.9.1±6). She 
helps him achieve power under the condition that he would make her sons kings when they 
come of age. So Tanaquil pretends that her husband, the king Lucius Tarquinius Priscus, is 
still alive and gives a speech to the people in which she claims that the king wants Servius 
Tullius to manage the public weal for the present, so that he can become healthy again. Only 
much later when Tullius has already shown that he can manage the public affairs well does he 
reveal the death of Lucius Tarquinius Priscus and openly take possession of the kingdom. But 
the king who rose to power thanks to his mother-in-law is later deprived of it by his own 
GDXJKWHUZKRFRQVSLUHVZLWKKHU VLVWHU¶VKXVEDQG7DUTXLQLXV6XSHUEXV7XOOLXV¶ VRQ-in-law 
DQG VRQ RI /XFLXV 7DUTXLQLXV 3ULVFXV 7XOOLD ILUVW NLOOV KHU KXVEDQG 7DUTXLQLXV 6XSHUEXV¶
                                                          
16
 For the importance of Julia Domna and Julia Maesa for Severan representation cf. Hekster 2015, 143±159, 
who mentions parallels between Julia Domna and Livia (146), Julia Domna and Agrippina (148), and Julia 
Domna and Faustina (153). 
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brother, to be free of him. Then she arranges a plot with Tarquinius Superbus against her 
father. She is even said to have driven a chariot over KHUIDWKHU¶VGHDGERG\=RQDU 7.9.13±
17).18  
 A reader of the early third century may compare the portrayal of these regal women 
striving for power with the portrayal of Livia or Agrippina, although their relationships with 
their imperial sons are much worse.19 But more contemporary empresses would come to mind 
too²women whom Dio consciously and deliberately depicts in excessively prominent roles 
they enjoy. When Marcus Aurelius has fallen ill, his wife Faustina²also the daughter of his 
predecessor Antoninus Pius²is afraid that her husband might die and that the throne would 
then not be given to her young and simple-minded son Commodus, but to an outsider 
(72[71].22.2). She worries about her own position. Therefore she induces the Roman general 
$YLGLXV&DVVLXVWRPDNHSUHSDUDWLRQVVRWKDWLQWKHFDVHRI0DUFXV$XUHOLXV¶GHDWKKHPLJKW
obtain her as wife and the imSHULDOSRZHU6LPLODUO\'LR¶V-ulia Domna, another mother of a 
VFDUFHO\SOHDVLQJVRQJULHYHVIRU&DUDFDOOD¶VGHDWKPHUHO\EHFDXVHWKLVPHDQVWKDWVKHKDVWR
return to private life (ΥὅĲȚ ĮΥὐĲΥ? Υ?įȚȦĲİȪȠȣıĮ ΥἤȤșİĲȠ >@'LR HYHQ FODLPV WKDW VKH
hoped to become sole ruler to make herself equal to Semiramis and Nitocris (79[78].23.3).20 
 The portrayal of women and successions of monarchs is connected with the depiction 
of genealogies (family relationships) and the literary creation of typologies (character or 
VWUXFWXUDO UHODWLRQVKLSV'LR¶VGHVFULSWion of the imperial age shows a clear interest in both 
genealogies and typologies. After a non-hereditary period of the Roman Empire (with the 
H[FHSWLRQRI&RPPRGXVEHLQJ0DUFXV$XUHOLXV¶RZQVRQJHQHDORJ\EHFRPHVDFUXFLDOLVVXH
for the Severan dynasty aJDLQ'LR¶V6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXVLVGHSLFWHGDVVHDUFKLQJIRUDIDWKHU
(cf. 77[76].9.4) and finally styles himself as the brother of Commodus (76[75].7.4).21 
&DUDFDOODWRZKRP'LRKDVUHIHUUHGDV³$QWRQLQXV´LQWKHQDUUDWLYHGHSLFWLQJKLVOLIHWLPHLV
never mentioned by this name in the narrative after his death. In a kind of literary damnatio 
                                                          
18
 The story of 7XOOLDLQFLWLQJ7DUTXLQLXV6XSHUEXVWRJRDIWHUKHUIDWKHU¶VDQGKLVIDWKHU-in-ODZ¶VNLQJGRPLV
also told by Ovid (Fasti 6.587±610). In Valerius Maximus, Tullia is mentioned as the first example of dicta 
improba aut facta scelerata (9.11.1). 
19
 )RU /LYLD¶V KLJK SRVLWLRQ XQGHU 7LEHULXV VHH HJ 1±6, for Agrippina under Nero see e.g. 61.3.3±4; 
61.7.1±3 
20
 For Semiramis and Nitocris as symbols of female power cf. 62.6.2±3: Dio there has his Boudicca construct a 
disgraceful genealogy of Nero: she depicts him as a woman, and puts him in a series together with Nitocris, 
6HPLUDPLV0HVVDOLQDDQG$JULSSLQD2Q-XOLD'RPQD¶VLQWHUHVWLQ6HPLUDPLVFI0RVFRYLFK 
21





79[78].9.3).22 Thus Cassius Dio shows how genealogies can be constructed and deconstructed 
both in reality and in texts. Even more important for his version of contemporary history than 
family relationships are similarities between the emperors based on their understanding of the 
imperial role. Commodus, Caracalla, and Elagabalus are shown as not resembling the figures 
they claim to resemble (e.g. Augustus or Alexander the Great), but as incorporating character 
traits from Caligula, Nero, and Domitian.23 The emperors are thought of in types, not in 
personalities.24  
 The same is true for the kings depicted in the first two books. The sons of Aeneas are 
presented in genealogical order (Zonar. 7.1.6±8; Tzetz., ad Lyc. v. 1232) since descent from 
Aeneas is crucial. The first two kings, Romulus and Numa, figure as two different types of 
NLQJVQDPHO\WKHNLQJRIZDUĲΥ? ʌȠȜİȝȚțΥάDQGWKHNLQJRISHDFHĲΥ? İΥ?ȡȘȞȚțΥά, F 6.6). While 
the third king Tullus Hostilius is said to have followed Romulus (Zonar. 7.6.1), the fourth 
king, Ancus Marcius who pursues war only as a means of peace (Zonar. 7.7.3), supposedly 
resembled his grandfather Numa in his reverence for the gods (Zonar. 7.7.5). At least in the 
epitomes, the first four kings thus appear as two pairs of opposites (Romulus and war/Numa 
and peace) and their repetition (Tullus Hostilius and war/Ancus Marcius and peace). The next 
and last three kings, Lucius Tarquinius Priscus, Servius Tullius, and Tarquinius Superbus, are 
all part of the same family, connected by the women and their doings mentioned above. 
Lucius Tarquinius Priscus, at the beginning of this dynasty, is an ambiguous figure (F 9.1±4). 
The relationship between him and his successor, who is also his son-in-law and promoted by 
his wife, resembles the relationship between Augustus, Tiberius, and Livia.25  As the 
description of the last king, Tarquinius Superbus, recalls that of Romulus (e.g. Zonar. 7.10.1), 
Dio comes full circle and ends the period of Roman kingship as it began. The order and 
general characterisation of the kings are, of course, not an invention by Dio.26 But it is highly 
                                                          
22
 See also Gleason 2011, 66. 
23
 See Schulz 2014, 427±430. 
24
 See also Kemezis 2014, 140, 143. 
25
 &DVVLXV'LRKDVSHRSOHVD\WKDW/LYLDVHFXUHG7LEHULXV¶UXOHHYHQDJDLQVWWKHZLOORI$XJXVWXV+H
also has her declare herself that she made Tiberius emperor (57.12.3). Cf. Agrippina claiming the same thing for 
Nero (61.7.3). 
26
 Cf. Forsythe 2005, 93±108, on the ancient literary tradition about the Roman kings. 
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probable that due to the similarities just mentioned, he found these characters especially 
appealing when he could compare them with imperial and contemporary times. 
 
The Discourse of the Good Ruler 
 
$QRWKHU FRQWHPSRUDU\ GLVFRXUVH WKDW PXVW KDYH WULJJHUHG &DVVLXV 'LR¶V LQWHUHVW LQ HDUO\
Roman kingship is the one about the definition of the good emperor. I have mentioned above 
that the shift from the Antonine to the Severan dynasty, which included the civil war with 
Pertinax, Didius Julianus, and Clodius Albinus, resulted in renewed tensions between 
emperors and elite, and raised new questions about imperial behaviour and acceptable forms 
of representation. These questions are part of the discourse that negotiates the definition of a 
good ruler and his opposite.27 When we look at that discourse in Dio, we can see that his 
conception of the good monarch and the bad tyrant in imperial times is foreshadowed in his 
depiction of early Roman kings.  
 Cassius Dio states that the business of kingship demands, more than any other job, not 
only an excellent character, but also understanding and experience (ΥὅĲȚ ĲΥὸ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȢ
ʌȡΥ?ȖȝĮȠΥὐțΥἀȡİĲΥ?ȢȝȩȞȠȞ ΥἀȜȜΥ? țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚıĲȒȝȘȢțĮΥὶ ıȣȞȘșİȓĮȢİΥἴʌİȡĲȚΥἄȜȜȠʌȠȜȜΥ?ȢįİΥ?ĲĮȚ
DQGKHDUJXHVWKDWRQO\WKHNLQJZKRSRVVHVVHVWKHVHTXDOLWLHVFDQVKRZPRGHUDWLRQțĮΥὶ ȠΥὐȤ
ȠΥἷȩȞĲȑ ΥἐıĲȚȞ ΥἄȞİȣ ΥἐțİȓȞȦȞ ΥἁȥȐȝİȞȩȞĲȚȞĮıȦĳȡȠȞΥ?ıĮȚF 12.9). An example of a leader in 
the regal period who comes close to these requirements and who is considered as good by Dio 
is the early king Lucius Tarquinius Priscus. Dio describes a clear change of his behaviour at 
WKHPRPHQWZKHQKLV SUHGHFHVVRU$QFXV0DUFLXVGLHV'XULQJ0DUFLXV¶ OLIHWLPHKRwever, 
Lucius Tarquinius Priscus appears to be the perfect candidate for rule. To illustrate in what 
ZD\ WKHGHSLFWLRQRI D SRWHQWLDOO\ JRRGNLQJRYHUODSVZLWK'LR¶V FRQWHPSRUDU\GLVFRXUVH
about the good emperor, we can compare the portrayal of Lucius Tarquinius Priscus with the 
TXDOLWLHVRI'LR¶V0DUFXV$XUHOLXVDQGSRLQWRXWKRZWKHWKHPHVWKDWWKH\UDLVHSOD\RXWLQ
other emperors, e.g. Domitian, Pertinax, and Septimius Severus. Marcus Aurelius was the 
KLVWRULDQ¶V IDYRXULWH HPSHURU according to the historian, he did not only possess all the 
virtues, but also ruled better than any other in any position of power (72[71].34.2).28  
 
                                                          
27
 See Schulz 2016, 295±296. 
28
 )RU0DUFXV$XUHOLXV DV'LR¶V LGHDO HPSHURU FI.HPH]LV   6FRWW  0±161, 170, 175. For 
'LR¶VLGHDRIWKHLGHDOHPSHURUFIDOVRWKHFDWDORJXHVRIYLUWXHVLQ)HFKQHU.XKQ-Chen 2002, 243.  
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Lucius Tarquinius Priscus and Marcus Aurelius are both portrayed as excellent and as 
generous (F. 9.1±3; 72[71].32.3; 72[71].34.4). In order to structure the narrative of the acts 
and behaviour of a monarch, Dio employs the standard distinctions between peace and war, 
and between cases of success and of failure. Dio obviously considers it difficult for a human 
being to be excellent in the arts of both war and peace (ΥἐȞΥἑțĮĲȑȡȠȚȢΥἅȝĮĲȠΥ?ȢĲİʌȠȜİȝȚțȠΥ?Ȣ
țĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?Ȣ İΥ?ȡȘȞȚțȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȐȖȝĮıȚȞ ΥἀȡİĲΥ?Ȟ ἔȤİȚȞ )  7KH HPSHURU 3HUWLQD[ ZKR IRU 'LR
comes quite close to Marcus Aurelius, is explicitly described as competent in both (ΥἀȝĳȩĲİȡĮ
țȡȐĲȚıĲȠȢ ΥὁȝȠȓȦȢ ΥἐȖȑȞİĲȠ ĳȠȕİȡΥὸȢ ȝΥὲȞ ʌȠȜİȝΥ?ıĮȚ ıȠĳΥὸȢ įΥὲ İ ?ȡȘȞİΥ?ıĮȚ Υ?Ȟ ³>3HUWLQD[@
H[FHOOHGHTXDOO\LQERWKUHVSHFWVEHLQJIRUPLGDEOHLQZDUDQGVKUHZGLQSHDFH´>@
Marcus Aurelius, the philosopher king, is styled as a successful military leader too.29 To look 
at some more examples, the king Ancus Marcius, mild by nature, has to realise that in order to 
achieve or retain peace, aggressiveness may be necessary and hence he changes his policy 
when he acquires power (F 8.1; cf. Zonar. 7.7.1).30 In the surviving text, Lucius Tarquinius 
Priscus is depicted as exemplary in cases of success as well as of failure (F 9.2). If something 
goes well he ascribes the responsibility not to himself, but to other people, and he places the 
positive effects within the reach of the public for anyone who desires them. When 
encountering setbacks or other problems, however, he never lays them to the charge of 
DQ\RQHHOVHDQGKHGRHVQRWDWWHPSW WRGLYLGH WKHEODPH'LR¶V'RPLWLDQRQHRI WKHZRUVW
emperors in his narrative, does the exact opposite. He claims all the success for himself, even 
if he does not contribute to it, and he blames other people for his own failures and defeats 
(67.6.4).  
 7KHUHODWLRQVKLSRI WKHPRQDUFK¶VDFKLHYHPHQWVKLVVXFFHVVHVDQGIDLOXUHV, with the 
ZD\ KH SUHVHQWV WKHP WR KLV VXEMHFWV LV FUXFLDO WR 'LR¶V DVVHVVPHQW RI KLV HPSHURUV DQG
obviously also of his kings. From a clearly senatorial perspective, Dio prefers a monarch who 
presents himself in a position that is lower than his actual one, a monarch who is manifestly 
modest.31 In this respect, Marcus Aurelius is again exemplary. He is already loved by 
everyone for his virtues when Hadrian adopts him, but he does not become haughty, stays 
loyal, gives no offence, and honours others who were IRUHPRVWLQWKHVWDWHțĮΥὶ ĲȠΥ?ȢΥἄȜȜȠȣȢ
                                                          
29




uses the depiction of the handling of power not only to evaluate kings and emperor, but also for great Republican 
statesmen. 
31
 For modesty as a virtue in Dio cf. Kuhn-Chen 2002, 149±152. 
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ĲȠΥ?Ȣ ʌȡȫĲȠȣȢ ΥἀȞİʌĮȤșΥ?Ȣ ΥἐĲȓȝȘıİȞ >@ 6LPLODUO\ /XFLXV 7DUTXLQLXV 3ULVFXV LV
initially accepted as leader and deemed agreeable, because he does not get presumptuous 
when he takes measures from which he could derive strength, and even humbles himself 
GHVSLWH KLV SURPLQHQW SRVLWLRQ ĮΥἴĲȚȠȞ įΥὲ ΥὅĲȚ ʌȐȞĲĮ Υἀĳ¶ ΥὧȞ Υ?ıȤȪİȚȞ ΥἔȝİȜȜİ ʌȡȐĲĲȦȞ ȠΥὐț
ΥἐȟİĳȡȩȞİȚΥἀȜȜ¶ΥἐȞĲȠΥ?ȢʌȡΥ?ĲȠȢΥὢȞıȣȞİıĲȑȜȜİĲȠ) 
 The image of the ruler who presents himself as modest is complemented by the 
depiction of his generous and mild treatment of others, including enemies. Again, Marcus 
Aurelius is pictured as extremely beneficent (e.g. 72[71].34.3). He offends no one and does 
nothing amiss, neither voluntarily nor even involuntarily (72[71].34.3). Successful people 
receive honours from him (72[71].3.5), and he even treats his most stubborn foes humanely 
(72[71].14.1; see also 72[71].27.32). The early Lucius Tarquinius Priscus is in this respect 
quite similar. Although he undertakes all the laborious tasks, as mentioned above, he willingly 
gives the pleasures to others, and obtains himself either nothing or only little, which then 
KDSSHQVXQQRWLFHGĲΥ?ȞįΥὲ įΥ? ΥἡįȑȦȞĲȠΥ?ȢĲİ ΥἄȜȜȠȚȢ ΥἐșİȜȠȞĲΥ?ȢʌĮȡİȤȫȡİȚțĮΥὶ >ȖΥ?ȡ@ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ Υἢ 
ȠΥὐįΥὲȞ Υἢ ΥὀȜȓȖĮ țĮΥὶ ĲĮΥ?ĲĮ ȜĮȞșȐȞȦȞ ΥἐțĮȡʌȠΥ?ĲȠ )  +H GRHV QRW VD\ RU GR DQ\WKLQJ
XQNLQG WR DQ\RQH DQG GRHV QRW RQ SXUSRVH EHFRPH VRPHRQH¶V HQHP\ ĳĮΥ?ȜȠȞ įȑĲȚ! ΥἐȢ
ȠΥὐįȑȞĮ ȠΥὔĲİ ΥἔȜİȖİȞ ȠΥὔĲİ ΥἔʌȡĮĲĲİȞ ȠΥὐįΥὲ ΥἐȢ ΥἀʌȑȤșİȚĮȞ ΥἑțΥ?Ȟ ȠΥὐįİȞΥὶ țĮșȓıĲĮĲȠ )  +H
exaggerates the favours that he receives from others, and he either ignores or minimises 
unpleasant treatment. If someone offends him, he even confers kindnesses on the offender to 
win him over completely (F 9.3).  
 But Lucius Tarquinius Priscus does not stick to this behaviour when he comes to 
power himself. In this point, he is fundamentally different from Marcus Aurelius, who shows 
KLPVHOISXUHDQGH[FHOOHQW IURP WKHEHJLQQLQJ WR WKHHQG >@7DUTXLQLXV¶FKDQJH
and deterioration has an enormous effect on the understanding of trust among human beings 
LQ'LR¶VQDUUDWLYH)'LRFODLPVWKDWE\KLVVXEVHTXHQWEHKDYLRXUΥἐțįΥὲ įΥ? ĲΥ?ȞΥἔʌİȚĲĮ
Lucius Tarquinius Priscus brought it about that the majority of men were not trusted anymore 
(ΥἀʌȚıĲİΥ?ıșĮȚĲȠΥ?ȢʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ΥἐʌȠȓȘıİȞHLWKHUEHFDXVHPHQDUH WUXO\GHFHLWIXO
by nature (ΥὡȢΥἤĲȠȚįȠȜİȡȠΥ?ȢĳȪıİȚΥὄȞĲĮȢRUEHFDXVHWKH\FKDQJHWKHLUGLVSRVLWLRQDFFRUGLQJ
to their power and fortunes (Υἢ țĮΥὶ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȣ įȣȞȐȝİȚȢ ĲȐȢ Ĳİ ĲȪȤĮȢ țĮΥὶ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖȞȫȝȘȞ
ΥἀȜȜȠȚȠȣȝȑȞȠȣȢ7KLVLVDYHU\VWURng contention that puts emphasis on the distrust stemming 
from character change or change of behaviour. There is no similar statement in Livy referring 
to Lucius Tarquinius Priscus. In Dionysius he is even praised explicitly for his conduct both 
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before he became king and during his kingship.32 The change of behaviour and its enormous 
QHJDWLYH VRFLDO UHVXOWV WKXV DSSHDU DV HYHQ PRUH VLJQLILFDQW LQ &DVVLXV 'LR¶V QDUUDWLYH $
contemporary reader of Dio might here recall another story of a change of behaviour 
accompanying the acquisition of power that we learn about more than 70 books later. 
Septimius Severus, the emperor whose rise to power inspired Cassius Dio to finally write the 
Roman History (73[72].23.1±5), likewise shocks the senators after his victory in the war 
against Clodius Albinus by his sudden reverence of Commodus and his autocratic behaviour 
(76[75].7.4). The idea that a reader in the third century may have compared Lucius Tarquinius 
Priscus to Septimius Severus here is supported by more structural similarities between the 
king and the emperor: both of them are not from Rome, but from areas that had not produced 
emperors so far (Etruria and Africa); both of them have to fight with rivals for their position; 
and both of them stand, together with their strong wives, at the beginning of a new dynasty.33  
The later Lucius Tarquinius Priscus and especially his son, Tarquinius Superbus, act and think 
YHU\ VLPLODUO\ WR 'LR¶V W\SLFDOO\ EDG HPSHURUV 7KHLU UHLJQV DUH RIWHQ FKDUDFWHULVHG E\ DQ
atmosphere of fear and hate.34 The fear is usually two-VLGHG6R'LR¶V&RPPRGXVLVQRWRQO\
feared (73[72].20.2; 21.1), he is also himself the greatest coward who at times becomes 
terrified (73[72].13.6). The king Lucius Tarquinius Priscus, even after he side-lined his rivals, 
the sons of Ancus Marcius, still feels anxious, and strengthens himself in the senate (Zonar. 
7.8.6). Tarquinius Superbus and his wife live in fear of other people after their murder of 
Servius Tullius, and therefore the king surrounds himself with body-guards in the manner of 
Romulus (Zonar. 7.10.1). Body-guards, a typical feature of the Greek tyrant already, are also 
D SUHYDLOLQJ WRSLF LQ LPSHULDO WLPHV DV ZH FDQ OHDUQ IURP 'LR¶V QHJDWLYH GLVFXVVLRQ RI
6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXV¶ERG\-guards (75[74].2.4±6).35  
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 $IWHUSUDLVLQJ7DUTXLQLXV¶FKDUDFWHULQJHQHUDO'LRQ\VLXVH[SODLQVWKDWKHEHFDPHWKHPRVWLOlustrious of all 
5RPDQV GXULQJ 0DUFLXV¶ OLIHWLPH DQG WKDW DIWHU WKH NLQJ¶V GHDWKʊwhen Dio asserts the change of 
behaviourʊKH ZDV FRQVLGHUHG ZRUWK\ RI WKH NLQJVKLS E\ DOO țĮΥὶ ĲİȜİȣĲȒıĮȞĲȠȢ ΥἐțİȓȞȠȣ ĲΥ?Ȣ ȕĮıȚȜİȓĮȢ Υ?ʌΥὸ
ʌȐȞĲȦȞ ΥἄȟȚȠȢ ΥἐțȡȓșȘD.H. AR 3.49.1). So Dionysius also differentiates between the time before and after his 
acquisition of kingship, but he explicitly claims that Tarquinius stayed the same. 
33
 For the different question whether the historical Tarquinius is to be put at the beginning of a new phase of 
Roman history see Cornell 1995, 127±130. 
34
 For fear as typical of the relationship between emperor and senators cf. Gowing 1992, 21±22. 
35




 Different from good monarchs who, as we have seen, style themselves as modest, 
'LR¶VEDGHPSHURUVDQGNLQJVDSSO\DXWRFUDWLFIRUPVRIUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ:HPD\ORRNDW WKH
example of Commodus, the emperor under whom Dio entered the senate.36 Commodus orders 
that Rome should be called Commodiana, gives his name to the legions and to the day that he 
ordered these measures; he wants Rome to be regarded as his settlement; he has a heavy 
golden statue erected representing himself with a bull and a cow; he names all the months 
after himself, to indicate, so Dio says, that in every respect he absolutely surpassed all 
mankind. Dio interprets these eccentric forms of representation as indications of the 
VXSHUODWLYHPDGQHVV RI DQ DEDQGRQHGZUHWFK ȠΥ?ĲȦțĮș¶ Υ?ʌİȡȕȠȜΥ?Ȟ ΥἐȝİȝȒȞİȚ ĲΥὸ țȐșĮȡȝĮ
73[72].15.2±$ORQJVLPLODUOLQHVDPRQJWKHHFFHQWULFIRUPVRI/XFLXV7DUTXLQLXV3ULVFXV¶
representation, Dio mentions a triumph in which a four-horse chariot was paraded and twelve 
lictors that he kept for life (Zonar. 7.8.7). He is also said to have altered his raiment and his 
insignia to a more magnificent style, as a reaction to the fear he feels after his forced 
acquisition of power. The new habitus consists of a toga and a tunic, purple and gold, a 
precious golden crown, and an ivory sceptre and chair (Zonar. 7.8.7). The explicit addition 
that these elements of monarchic representation were later used not only by his successors but 
also by the emperors (Zonar. PD\EHWKHHSLWRPDWRU¶VRU'LR¶VRZQ,QDQ\FDVH'LR¶V
contemporary readers, whose attention Dio frequently directs to the eccentric dress of 
emperors (see e.g. 73[72].17.3±4 for Commodus), will have recognised the imperial elements 
KHUH:KHQ/XFLXV7DUTXLQLXV3ULVFXV¶IRUPVRIUHSUHVHQWDWLRQDQGDFWLRQVDUHUHIerred to as 
innovations (Zonar. 7.8.8) we have to keep in mind that Dio is in general critical of 
innovations.37  
 It is a standard reproach of tyrannical regimes that they kill and banish a lot of 
innocent people. This motif becomes more forceful when reasons fRUWKHHPSHURUV¶RUNLQJV¶
murders are given and prove to be vain and unsuitable or inappropriate. In Dio, many people 
GLHXQGHUEDG UHJLPHVEHFDXVHRI WKHLU H[FHOOHQFH DQG WKHLUYLUWXHV'LR¶V&RPPRGXVNLOOV
people (openly and secretly) who were eminent dXULQJ KLV IDWKHU¶V DQG KLV RZQ UHLJQ
(73[72].4.1). He puts the two Quintilii to death because they have a great reputation for 
                                                          
36
 &I'LR¶VVWDWHPHQWDERXWKLs status as eyewitness in 73[72].4.2. 
37
 7KLVLVLPSOLFLWO\VXJJHVWHGHJE\KLVSRVLWLYHGHVFULSWLRQRI&DWR¶VRSSRVLWLRQWRLQQRYDWLRQDQGE\
KLVVWDWHPHQWRQ(ODJDEDOXV¶LQQRYDWLRQVLQ>@WKDWDUHdescribed as not too harmful. Political change in 
JHQHUDO LV GHVFULEHG DV GDQJHURXV ʌΥ?ıĮȚ ȝΥὲȞ ȖΥ?ȡ ȝİĲĮȕȠȜĮΥὶ ıĳĮȜİȡȫĲĮĲĮȓ İΥ?ıȚ DQG VHQVLEOH SHRSOH DUH




learning, military skill, brotherly accord, and wealth (73[72].5.3). Caracalla is depicted as 
holding people in contempt who possess anything like education (78[77].11.2) and, to give a 
general impression of his dislike of virtue, as hating all who excelled in anything 
>@7KHUHDVRQVJLYHQIRU7DUTXLQLXV6XSHUEXV¶PXUGHUVDUHVLPLODU3HRSOHDUHSXW
to death and banished because they love his predecessor Servius Tullius more than him, 
because they have family, wealth, or spirit, and display conspicuous bravery and 
extraordinary wisdom (ΥὅĲȚȖȑȞȘțĮΥὶ ʌȜȠȪĲȠȣȢΥἢ țĮΥὶ ĳȡȩȞȘȝĮİΥἶȤȠȞΥἀȞįȡİȓΥ? ĲİΥἐʌȚĳĮȞİΥ? Υἢ țĮΥὶ 
ıȠĳȓΥ? įȚĮʌȡİʌİΥ? ΥἐȤȡΥ?ȞĲȠ )  ,Q WKH QDUUDWLYH 7DUTXLQLXV 6XSHUEXV¶ GLVDSSURYLQJ
attitude towards these positive character elements is underlined by the fact that his reign is 
EURXJKW GRZQ E\ %UXWXV D PDQ ZKR IHLJQHG VWXSLGLW\ LQ RUGHU WR VXUYLYH ) ʊD
connection that is not made as clearly in Livy or Dionysius.38 There is even a striking parallel 
between two scenes in which tyrants execute a symbolic beheading: Tarquinius Superbus 
announces death by the beheading of poppies (Zonar. 7.10.8);39 Commodus threatens the 
senate by his beheading of an ostrich (73[72].21.1±2).40 
 Such behaviour can be considered as an extreme form of tyrannical communication. It 
is indicative of the communicative system of monarchical rule as perceived by Cassius Dio 
(and similarly by Tacitus): emperors are in control of communication; they communicate also 
by symbolic acts, such as attending the theatre, organising dinners, accepting honours offered 
to them by the senate; and the senate depends on their policy of communicating information. 
Dio himself laments that, compared to Republican times, information is inaccessible or, if 
made public, unverifiable under the emperors (53.19.1±6). He evaluates emperors also by 
their way of communicating and their accessibility: Tiberius is explicitly evaluated for his 
communication skills and accessibility (e.g. negatively in 57.6.3; positively in 57.7.1±6; 
57.11.1); Vitellius and Caracalla are evaluated for their accessibility during imperial dinners 
(64[65].7.1; 78[77].18.4), important platforms for communication. Also the king Tarquinius 
Superbus is judged by his communicative behaviour: he does not pursue his aims openly and 
                                                          
38
 In Livy (1.56.7±%UXWXV¶VLPXODWLRQLVPDLQO\PRWLYDWHGE\KLVVRFLDOIDPLO\DQGILQDQFLDOVWDWXVDQGWKHUH
is no direct statement about TarquiQLXV 6XSHUEXV¶ KDWUHG RI ZLVH SHRSOH ,Q 'LRQ\VLXV  1±2) the 
narrator explains that feigning stupidity saved Brutus from suffering any harm in a time when many good people 
died. Tarquinius Superbus is said to have despised Brutus for his stupidity, and to have considered it entertaining 
to laugh at him. 
39
 The story also features in Livy (1.54.6) and is similarly told of the tyrant Periander in Herodotus (Histȗ-
Ș 
40
 For this scene cf. Hose 2011, 117; Beard 2014, 1±8. 
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KHFRPPXQLFDWHVQRWKLQJRI LPSRUWDQFHHYHQ WR WKHVHQDWRUVKHKDGQRWNLOOHGVRIDU ȠΥὔĲİ
ĲȠΥ?ȢțĮĲĮȜȠȓʌȠȚȢȜȩȖȠȣĲȚΥἄȟȚȠȞΥἐʌİțȠȓȞȠȣ),WLVGLIILFXOWWRJHWDFFHVVWRKLPDQGWR
WDONWRKLPįȣıʌȡȩıȠįȩȢĲİțĮΥὶ įȣıʌȡȠıȒȖȠȡȠȢΥἦȞ)41 He is thus the opposite of the 
JRRG HPSHURU 3HUWLQD[ ZKR LV HDV\ RI DFFHVV OLVWHQV UHDGLO\ WR DQ\RQH¶V UHTXHVWV DQG
answers by giving hLV RZQ RSLQLRQ LQ D NLQG ZD\ țĮΥὶ ȖΥ?ȡ İΥὐʌȡȠıȒȖȠȡȠȢ ΥἦȞ ΥἤțȠȣȑ Ĳİ
ΥἑĲȠȓȝȦȢΥὅ ĲȚĲȚȢΥἀȟȚȠȓȘțĮΥὶ ΥἀʌİțȡȓȞİĲȠΥἀȞșȡȦʌȓȞȦȢΥὅıĮĮΥὐĲΥ? įȠțȠȓȘ>@ 
 The literary creation of bad emperors in the imperial books is accompanied by certain 
rhetorical devices.42 Lastly, I would like to show through the example of three such devices 
that Dio applies these techniques in his books on the Regal Period too, which adds to the unity 
of the work on a literary level. One device that Dio employs to create persuasive depictions of 
EDGUXOHUVLVIRFDOLVDWLRQ/RRNLQJLQWRWKHEDGUXOHU¶VKHDGDQGUHFUHDWLQJKLVYLHZRIHYHQWV
supports his wickedness as depicted in the narrative by the narrator and other figures featuring 
in it. So Tarquinius Superbus is shown as having the same opinion of himself as that 
presented by the narrator. He considers himself a tyrant when he wants to abolish the senate 
EHFDXVH LQ KLV YLHZ HYHU\ JDWKHULQJ RIPHQ LV KRVWLOH WR D W\UDQW ʌȠȜİȝȚȫĲĮĲȠȞ ĲȣȡȐȞȞΥ? 
ȞȠȝȓȗȦȞ İΥἶȞĮȚ ) 43 He also believes that he is hated by the entire populace (F 11.4). 
:KHQ WKH QDUUDWRU SUHVHQWV 7DUTXLQLXV 6XSHUEXV¶ UHDVRQV IRU NLOOLQJ DQG EDQLVKLQJ WKH
wealthy, spirited, brave, and wise people, he makes the king acknowledge his own difference 
from their virtues as he is suspicious that their dissimilarity of character must force them to 
KDWHKLPĳșȩȞΥ? ĲİțĮΥὶ Υ?ʌȠȥȓΥ? ΥἅȝĮȝȓıȠȣȢΥἐțĲȠΥ? ȝΥ? ΥὁȝȠȒșȠȣȢΥἔĳșİȚȡİȞ)7DUTXLQLXV
6XSHUEXVKHUHIRUHVKDGRZV'LR¶V&RPPRGXVZKRJHWVULGRIWZREURWKHUVEHFDXVHWKeir great 
reputation for learning, military skill, brotherly accord, and wealth makes them suspect to him 
(73[72]5.3).  
 A second device applied by Dio, when describing death and banishment under 
Tarquinius Superbus, is that of climax (F 11.2±4). First we learn about his arresting the most 
influential of the senators and others citizens, his putting many to death, and banishing some. 
Second, this killing is augmented by Dio saying that he slew all his closest friends. Third and 
finally, his murders are so effective that he does away with the most powerful element among 
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 Mallan 2014, FRPSDUHV'LR¶VRZQH[SHULHQFHZLWK&DUDFDOODLQ1LFRPHGLD>@ 
42
 I analyse these rhetorical mechanisms in greater depth in my habilitation (in progress) on the deconstruction 
of imperial representation in Roman historiography and biography.  
43
 'LR XVHV WKH WHUP ĲȪȡĮȞȞȠȢ LQ D FOHDUO\ QHJDWLYH ZD\ WR UHIHU WR D UXOHU ZLWK H[FHVVLYH SRZHU ZLWK WKH
exception of 42.4.3 where the term appears in a citation of Sophocles), see Freyburger-Galland 1997, 134. So, 
VWULFWO\VSHDNLQJ'LR¶V7DUTXLQLXV6XSerbus here thinks negatively of himself. 
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the senators and the knights. The climactic structuring of the text, more by rubrics than 
chronologically, is a standard device in the imperial books. We find the climactic structuring 
RI WKH WH[WE\VRFLDOJURXSVDJDLQ IRUH[DPSOH LQ WKHGHVFULSWLRQRI'RPLWLDQ¶VUHLJQ LQD
VHFWLRQ DERXW GHDWK DW HYHQWV RUJDQLVHG E\ 'RPLWLDQ 'LR SUHVHQWV 'RPLWLDQ¶V EHKDYLRXU
towards the people first (67.8.2±4), then his behaviour towards senators and knights (67.9.1±
5). 
 A third and final literary device that is also used in the depiction of both the regal and 
the imperial period is the involvement of nature in the narrative. In Dio, natural forces 
sometimes stand and fight against bad rulers. )RUH[DPSOHZKHQ'LR¶V1HURSODQVWRPXUGHU
Agrippina by a manipulated ship on the sea but the plan is not successful, Dio ascribes this to 
the sea that did not want to endure the tragedy that was to be enacted on it, nor submit to be 
liable to the false charge of having committed the abominable deed (62[61].13.3). And when 
'LR¶V5RPXOXV LVXQOLNH/LY\¶VILUVWNLQJ1±4)44, killed by the senators in the senate-
KRXVH QDWXUH VHHPV WR VXSSRUW WKLV PXUGHU ³7KH\ ZHUH IDYRXUHG LQ WKHLU GHVLUH IRU
concealmHQW E\ D YLROHQW ZLQG VWRUP DQG DQ HFOLSVH RI WKH VXQʊWKH VDPH VRUW RI
SKHQRPHQRQWKDWKDGDWWHQGHGKLVELUWK´)aa1DWXUH¶VUHYHQJHDJDLQVWWKHNLQJ$PXOLXV
who presented himself as a god during his lifetime, (Zonar. 7.1.8) was already mentioned 




This analysis of the discourse of the good ruler has touched upon several passages in Dio in 
which the relationship of the emperor or king and the senate was described; more can be 
further explored. Unlike Dionysius and Livy, Dio, who was consul under Septimius Severus 
DQG 6HYHUXV$OH[DQGHU FRQVLGHUV WKH HPSHURUV¶ EHKDYLRXU WRZDUGV WKH VHQDWH DV WKHPDLn 
category of judgement %XW WKLV UHODWLRQVKLS LV DOVR D WRSLF LQ'LR¶V GHSLFWLRQ RI WKH UHJDO
period in which it is used as a device to evaluate the kings.45 So, the first reaction of the 
anxious Lucius Tarquinius Priscus after his acquisition of power and change of behaviour is 
that he wants to strengthen his position in the senate. By enrolling those of the populace who 
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 3OXWDUFKH[SUHVVHVXQFHUWDLQW\DERXW5RPXOXV¶GHDWK3OXWRom. 27.3); Dionysius presents the murder in the 






are friendly towards him among the patricLDQVDQGVHQDWRUV'LR¶V/XFLXV7DUTXLQLXV3ULVFXV
brings people and senate under his control (Zonar. 7.8.6). In the narrative, a ruler who feels 
anxious about his position reacts by treating the senate badly and by diminishing its power.  
 Tarquinius Superbus is depicted as extreme in this behaviour. Convinced that no one 
HOVH VKRXOG KDYH DQ\ SRZHU )  'LR¶V 7DUTXLQLXV 6XSHUEXV WUHDWV WKH VHQDWRUV ZLWK
humiliation and contempt. When he calls them, so Dio writes, it is only to give them proof of 
their small numbers (F 11.5):  
 
ıȣȞİțȐȜİȚȝΥὲȞȖΥ?ȡĮΥὐĲȠȪȢȠΥὐ ȝΥ?ȞΥ?ıĲİțĮΥὶ ıȣȞįȚȠȚțİΥ?ȞĲȚĲΥ?ȞΥἀȞĮȖțĮȓȦȞΥἀȜȜΥ? 
țĮΥὶ ĮΥὐĲΥὸ ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ ʌȡȩȢ Ĳİ ĲΥὸȞ ΥἔȜİȖȤȠȞ ĲΥ?Ȣ ΥὀȜȚȖȩĲȘĲȩȢ ıĳȦȞ țĮΥὶ įȚΥ? ĲȠΥ?ĲȠ țĮΥὶ 
ĲĮʌİȚȞȩĲȘĲĮțĮΥὶ țĮĲĮĳȡȩȞȘıȚȞΥἐȟİʌȓĲȘįİȢΥἐʌȠȓİȚ.  
 
He used to call the senators together, to be sure, yet it was not to gain their 
assistance in the conduct of any important business; nay, this very act was 
designed to furnish a proof of their small numbers and thereby to bring 
humiliation and contempt upon them.  
 






Tarquinius Superbus plans to abolish the senate altogether (F 11.4). When Dio here 
FKDUDFWHULVHVWKHVHQDWHIURP7DUTXLQLXV¶SHUVSHFWLYHDVD³gathering of men, particularly of 
chosen persons who possessed some semblance of authority from anWLTXLW\´, this sounds 
almost like a Severan definition ʌΥ?Ȟ ΥἄșȡȠȚıȝĮ ΥἀȞșȡȫʌȦȞ ΥἄȜȜȦȢ Ĳİ țĮΥὶ ΥἐʌȚȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮΥὶ 
ʌȡȩıȤȘȝĮʌȡȠıĲĮĲİȓĮȢĲȚȞΥὸȢΥἀʌΥὸ ʌĮȜĮȚȠΥ? ΥἐȤȩȞĲȦȞ).  
 With his hostile policy towards the senate, the last king Tarquinius Superbus recalls 
the first, RoPXOXV'LR¶V5RPXOXVDOVREHKDYHVKDUVKO\WRZDUGVWKHVHQDWHDQGOLNHDW\UDQW
(ΥὅĲȚ Υὁ Υ?ȦȝȪȜȠȢ ʌȡΥὸȢ ĲΥ?Ȟ ȖİȡȠȣıȓĮȞ ĲȡĮȤȪĲİȡȠȞ įȚȑțİȚĲȠ țĮΥὶ ĲȣȡĮȞȞȚțȫĲİȡȠȞ ĮΥὐĲΥ? 
ʌȡȠıİĳȑȡİĲȠ)$IWHUUHWXUQLQJWKHKRVWDJHVWRWKH9HLHQWHVRQKLVRZQUHVSRQVLELOLW\




, PLJKW KDYH \RX WR FRPPDQG´ ³ΥἐȖΥ? Υ?ȝΥ?Ȣ Υὦ ʌĮĲȑȡİȢ ΥἐȟİȜİȟȐȝȘȞ ȠΥὐȤ ΥἵȞĮ Υ?ȝİΥ?Ȣ ΥἐȝȠΥ? 
ΥἄȡȤȘĲİΥἀȜȜ¶ΥἵȞĮΥἐȖΥ? ȝΥ?ȞΥἐʌȚĲȐĲĲȠȚȝȚ´)&DVVLXV'LR¶VFRQWHPSRUDU\HPSHURU'LGLXV
Julianus sounds similar when he comes to the senate after the soldiers made him emperor ³LQ
RUGHU WKDW \RX PD\ UDWLI\ ZKDW KDV EHHQ JLYHQ WR PH E\ WKHP´ ΥἵȞĮ ȝȠȚ ĲΥ? Υ?ʌ¶ ΥἐțİȓȞȦȞ
įȠșȑȞĲĮΥἐʌȚțȣȡȫıȘĲİ>@%XW'LGLXV Julianus does at least ask the senators, though 
only after the soldiers. 5RPXOXV¶EHKDYLRXULVGLIIHUHQWWRZDUGVGLIIHUHQWJURXSV+HLVJRRG
in military campaigns and kindly disposed to his soldiers, but his attitude towards the senate 
and the citizens is arrogant (F 6.1aa). Dio depicts the problems of his time along similar lines. 
Septimius Severus is shown to trust more in his soldiers than in his associates in the 
government (75[74].2.3).46 5HJDUGLQJ WKH VHQDWRUV'LR¶V 6HSWLPLXV 6HYHUXV FODLPV WKDW KH
will not kill any senator (ΥἐıİȜșΥ?Ȟ įΥὲ ȠΥ?ĲȦȢ ΥἐȞİĮȞȚİȪıĮĲȠ ȝΥὲȞ ȠΥἷĮ țĮΥὶ Ƞ ? ʌȡΥ?ȘȞ ΥἀȖĮșȠΥὶ 
ĮΥὐĲȠțȡȐĲȠȡİȢʌȡΥὸȢ ΥἡȝΥ?Ȣ ΥὡȢȠΥὐįȑȞĮĲΥ?ȞȕȠȣȜİȣĲΥ?Ȟ ΥἀʌȠțĲİȞİΥ?³+DYLQJHQWHUHGWKHFLW\LQ
this manner, he made us some brave promises, such as the good emperors of old have given, 
to the effect that he would not put any VHQDWRUWRGHDWK´>@%ut then Severus goes 
on to act entirely GLIIHUHQWO\ ʌȡΥ?ĲȠȢ ȝȑȞĲȠȚ ĮΥὐĲΥὸȢ ĲΥὸȞ ȞȩȝȠȞ ĲȠȣĲȠȞΥὶ ʌĮȡȑȕȘ țĮΥὶ ȠΥὐț
ΥἐĳȪȜĮȟİʌȠȜȜȠΥ?ȢΥἀȞİȜȫȞ³<HWKHKLPVHOIZDVWKHILUVWWRYLRODWHWKLVODZLQVWHDGRINHHSLQJ
LWDQGPDGHDZD\ZLWKPDQ\VHQDWRUV´>@$JDLQ6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXVLVGHSLFWHGDV
a promising emperor who builds up trust in the senate but who ultimately fails to live up to his 
initial promises. 
 This strong senatorial perspective adds once more to the unity of the work and 
supports the reading of the regal period as an integral part of the Roman History. The most 
LPSRUWDQWGLVFRXUVHWKDWGHWHUPLQHV'LR¶VDFFRunt of both the regal and imperial period is the 
discourse about the good ruler, presented from the perspective of a senator. The virtues of 
good emperors, such as modesty, clemency, and reliability, are also the virtues of good 
kings.47 The elements of bad principates such as fear, autocratic representation, vain reasoning 
and lack of communication characterise bad kingships too. The surviving text is too 
fragmentary and epitomated to see how similarly to single emperors Dio depicted his 
individual kings. WKDW ZH GR UHFRJQLVH KRZHYHU LV WKDW 'LR¶V HDUO\ /XFLXV 7DUTXLQLXV
3ULVFXV LV UHODWLYHO\ FORVH WR KLV 0DUFXV $XUHOLXV DQG 'LR¶V FRQFHSW RI D JRRG PRQDUFK
                                                          
46
 )RU'LR¶VELDVHGGHSLFWLRQRIWKH6HYHUDQVDQGWKHLUUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHVoldiers see Davenport 2012, 798, 
803±808, 815. 
47
 For the status and functions of imperial virtues in general see Wallace-Hadrill 1981, who underlines that there 
ZDVQRJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHG µFDQRQ¶RIYLUWXHV)RUmodestia/moderatio (restraint of power) cf. Wallace-Hadrill 
1982, 41±43, who also briefly discusses this virtue as a Roman pattern in Cassius Dio (44). 
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whereas the later Lucius Tarquinius Priscus and especially Tarquinius Superbus foreshadow 
'LR¶VEDGemperors such as Commodus and Caracalla, but also Caligula, Nero, and Domitian. 
The change of behaviour of Lucius Tarquinius Priscus and the distrust this caused among the 
VHQDWRUVSUHSDUHVJURXQGIRU'LR¶VODWHUGHVFULSWLRQRI6HSWLPLXV6HYHUXV.48 I do not deem it 
improbable that more parallels between the two founders of dynasties were further developed 
in the original text.  
 'LRZULWHVDERXW5RPH¶VHDUO\NLQJVIURPWKHSHUVSHFWLYHRID similarity of political 
structures which naturally invites his reader to compare contemporary times with the origin of 
the Roman monarchy. He is thus different from Dionysius who, as stated at the beginning, 
depicts the Regal Period as the civilised Greek origin of Rome and her virtues, and from Livy 
whose Regal Period is a stage in the development towards Republican liberty. Where 
Dionysius sees continuity and Livy development, Cassius Dio emphasises similarity. The 
senator Dio is less concerned with the relationship between Rome and Greece (as in 
Dionysius)49 and less with the relationship of kings and people or senate and people (as in 
Livy)50, than with the relationship of senate and emperors or kings. The focus of the Augustan 
writers composing their works under a Principate that was just about to establish itself is not 
the same as Dio, who lived in a 200 year old monarchical system that he accepted and 
favoured. Looking for answers to the political issues of his time also influenced his 
SHUVSHFWLYHRQ5RPH¶VILUVWPRQDUFK\Thus in 'LR¶VRoman History, the Regal Period is not 
simply copied from sources and remembered purely for its own sake. It is, to borrow a term 
IURPFXOWXUDOPHPRU\ VWXGLHV µKRWPHPRU\¶51 memory that uses the depiction of a shared 
LPDJLQHGRUµUHDO¶SDVWWRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHGHYHORSPHQWRISUHVHQWLVsues and intentions, and 




                                                          
48
 For Septimius Severus in Dio cf. Scott 2015, 172±173; Madsen 2016, 136±)RU'LR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
Septimius Severus (and Caracalla) cf. Davenport 2012, 799±803. 
49
 For Dionysius see Fox 1996, 53, 71, 91. 
50
 For Livy see Fox 1996, 119, 121, 127. 
51
 See Assmann 2011, 62±ZKR FRLQV WKLV WHUP UHIHUULQJ WR WKH FRQFHSWV RI µFROG¶ DQG µKRW¶ VRFLHWLHV E\
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